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So we are, indeed, delighted to have 

with us today one of our finest Chris-
tian ministers in the State of Alabama, 
Dr. Karl Stegall. 

I thank the Chair. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish 
to make this statement for the leader. 
Today, the Senate will immediately 
begin consideration of H. J. Res 109, 
the continuing resolution. Under the 
previous agreement, there will be up to 
7 hours for debate with a vote sched-
uled to occur after the use of the time 
or after the yielding back of the time. 
After the adoption of the continuing 
resolution, the Senate will proceed to a 
cloture vote in regard to the H–1B visa 
bill. Therefore, Senators can expect at 
least two votes during this afternoon’s 
session of the Senate. 

As a reminder, tomorrow evening is 
the beginning of Rosh Hashanah. 
Therefore, the Senate will complete its 
business today and will not reconvene 
until Monday, October 2, in observance 
of this religious holiday. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

MAKING CONTINUING APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
2001 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order the Senate now pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.J. Res. 
109, which the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (H.J. Res. 109) making 

continuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
2001, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the joint resolution 
is advanced to third reading. 

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 109) 
was ordered to a third reading and was 
read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will now be up to 7 hours for final de-
bate, with 6 hours under the control of 
the Senator from West Virginia, Mr. 
BYRD, and 1 hour under the control of 
the Senator from Alaska, Mr. STEVENS. 

The Senator from Alaska. 
Mr. STEVENS. As an opening state-

ment on this continuing resolution 
that is now before the Senate, I want 
to state that this is a simple 6-day con-
tinuing resolution. This bill will fund 
ongoing Federal programs at the same 
rate and under the same conditions as 
currently applied to each agency of our 
Federal Government. 

The continuing resolution now pend-
ing before the Senate is in the same 
form as those passed in previous years 
to bridge Federal spending until the 
full year’s appropriations acts are com-
pleted. This committee has made good 
progress this week in advancing work 

on the fiscal year 2001 bills. The energy 
and water bill was filed last night and 
should be taken up in the House later 
today. Work is nearly completed on the 
Interior appropriations bill, and the 
conference on the Transportation bill 
will meet later today. I want to assure 
all of our colleagues of our determina-
tion to complete the work of the Ap-
propriations Committee within the 
next week, to meet the target adjourn-
ment date of Friday, October 6. 

Hopefully, this will be the only CR 
needed for the remainder of the consid-
eration of the appropriations bills for 
the fiscal year 2001. 

A second continuing resolution may, 
however, be needed to ensure the Presi-
dent has the required period that the 
Constitution gives him to review the 
bills that are passed by the House and 
Senate as conference reports once they 
are presented to the President. 

Mr. President, we are in a difficult 
situation this year because we are ad-
journing this evening and will not be 
here through the full period of Sep-
tember. We will miss 2 days of the time 
we would otherwise have to complete 
our work. Therefore, it is necessary 
that the Senate approve this con-
tinuing resolution. 

I urge the Senate to do so and we will 
strive to complete our work within the 
next week. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, in 
order that I do not lose the time allot-
ted to me, 1 hour, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the time of the quorum call 
not be charged against either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, what is the 
item before the Senate, the question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. H.J. Res. 
109. The Senator from West Virginia 
controls 6 hours and the Senator from 
Alaska 1 hour. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Has any time been charged 

against—— 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska has used 3 minutes. 

There has been no time charged 
against the Senator from West Vir-
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, to begin with, I should 

say that I intend to support the short- 
term continuing resolution. I think it 
is very important that we do so. But I 
have reserved this time for the purpose 
of expressing concerns about what is 
happening to the Senate and, in par-
ticular, what is happening to the ap-
propriations process. Several of my 
colleagues will join me as we move 
through the morning and the after-
noon. I shall do so without, of course, 
pointing my finger of criticism at any 
Senator, naming any Senator. I merely 
want to talk about what is happening 
to our Senate, its rules, its processes. 
And I intend to abide by the rules con-
cerning debate. I say that at the start. 

Mr. President, section 7, article I, of 
the U.S. Constitution, states: ‘‘All bills 
for raising revenue shall originate in 
the House of Representatives; but the 
Senate may propose or concur with 
amendments as on other bills.’’ 

Let me quote again the last portion 
of section 7, article I: ‘‘but the Senate 
may propose or concur with amend-
ments as on other bills,’’ meaning the 
Senate may propose or concur with 
amendments on any bill, whether it is 
a revenue bill or otherwise. When I say 
‘‘bills,’’ I include, of course, resolu-
tions. 

Thus, Mr. President, the organic law 
of our Republic assures Senators—all 
Senators; Republicans and Demo-
crats—the right to offer amendments, 
not only to bills for raising revenue, 
but also ‘‘other bills.’’ 

The requirement that revenue bills 
shall originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives grew out of the Great 
Compromise, which was entered into 
on July 16, 1787. It was this Great Com-
promise that provided for equality of 
the States in the Upper House, with 
each State, large or small, having two 
votes. And, but for which, the Constitu-
tional Convention would have ended in 
failure, and instead of a United States 
of America, which we have today, we 
would have had, in all likelihood, a 
‘‘Balkanized States of America’’ from 
sea to shining sea—from the Atlantic 
to the Pacific—from the Canadian bor-
der to the Gulf of Mexico. The small 
States at the Constitutional Conven-
tion were adamant in their demands 
for equal status with the large States 
in the Upper House, regardless of size 
or population, so that the small State 
of Rhode Island, for example, had an 
equal vote in the Senate with the large 
State of New York which was larger 
and with a greater population. All 
States are equal in this body. 

When the large States yielded to the 
small States in this regard, the way 
was open and paved for eventual suc-
cess in the attainment of the Constitu-
tion which was then sent to the States 
for ratification. As a part of that com-
promise, the large States demanded 
that revenue bills originate in the 
House of Representatives. 
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Thus, the freedom to offer amend-

ments in the Senate is assured by the 
Constitution of the United States. And 
what about the freedom to speak? 
What about the freedom to debate? Is 
that assured in the Senate? Yes. Sec-
tion 6 of article I of the United States 
Constitution states: 

And for any speech or debate in either 
House, they shall not be questioned in any 
other place. 

So I cannot be questioned in any 
other place. James Madison, who was a 
Member of the other body could not be 
questioned in any other place. No Sen-
ator could be questioned in any other 
place. But what about the freedom to 
debate at length; in other words, what 
about a filibuster? Is there any limita-
tion on debate in the Senate today? No, 
except when cloture is invoked, or 
when there are time limitations set by 
unanimous consent of all Senators. 

Debate could be limited under rule 10 
of the 1778 rules of the Continental 
Congress, by the adoption of the pre-
vious question. Likewise, when the 
Senate adopted its 1789 rules under the 
new Constitution, debate could be lim-
ited by invoking the previous question. 
However, in its first revision of the 
Senate rules in 1806, the Senate 
dropped the motion for the previous 
question. As a matter of fact, Aaron 
Burr, when he left the Vice Presidency 
in 1805, recommended that the previous 
question be dropped. Until 1917, when 
the first cloture rule was adopted, 
there was no limitation on debate in 
the Senate, unlike the House of Rep-
resentatives, where the previous ques-
tion can still be moved even today. 

As we all know, of course, 60 votes 
are required in the Senate to invoke 
cloture and thus limit debate. The pre-
vious question not being included in 
the Senate rules, just what is the ‘‘pre-
vious question’’? Thomas Jefferson in 
his ‘‘Manual’’ explains it as follows: 
‘‘When any question is before the 
House, any member may move a pre-
vious question, ‘Whether that question 
(called the main question) shall now be 
put?’ If it pass in the affirmative, then 
the main question is to be put imme-
diately, and no man may speak any-
thing further to it, either to add or 
alter . . . if the nays prevail, the main 
question shall not then be put.’’ 

Hence, the use of the motion to put 
the previous question is an effective 
way to end debate and vote imme-
diately on the main question. 

As the distinguished Presiding Offi-
cer knows—the Chair being occupied at 
the moment by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kentucky, Mr. BUNNING—in 
the other body, the previous question 
can be used to end debate, if a majority 
of the Members there so desire. But 
that is not so in the Senate. It was so 
until 1806, but no more in the Senate. 

Of the various legislative branches 
throughout the world today, only 60 
are bicameral in nature, and of these 60 
bicameral legislatures around the 
world, only the Upper Houses of the 
U.S. and Italy are not subordinated to 

the Lower House. Senators should un-
derstand what a privilege it is to serve 
in the U.S. Senate. The U.S. Senate is 
the premiere Upper Chamber in the 
world, two of the main reasons being 
that in the U.S. Senate there exists the 
right of unlimited debate and the right 
to offer amendments. 

Another singular feature of the U.S. 
Senate is in the fact that it is the 
forum of the States. It is not just a 
forum; it is the forum of the States. 
The Senate, therefore, represents the 
‘‘Federal’’ concept, while the House of 
Representatives, being based on popu-
lation, represents the ‘‘national’’ con-
cept in our constitutional system. In 
the very beginning, the Senate was 
seen as the bulwark of the State gov-
ernments against despotic presidential 
power; it was the special defender of 
State sovereignty. It was meant to be 
and exists today as the special defender 
of State sovereignty. The Senate was 
also seen as a check against the ‘‘rad-
ical’’ tendencies which the House of 
Representatives might display. 

I have been a Member of this body 
now for 42 years, and the longer I serve, 
the more convinced I am of the efficacy 
of the Senate rules as protectors of the 
Senate’s right to unlimited debate and 
the Senate’s right to amend. The Sen-
ate is not a second House of Represent-
atives, nor is it an adjunct to the 
House of Representatives. It is a far 
different body from the House of Rep-
resentatives. And it is a far different 
body by virtue of the Constitution and 
by virtue of Senate rules and prece-
dents. The Constitution and the Senate 
rules have made the Senate a far dif-
ferent body from the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

Thomas Jefferson, in his Manual of 
Parliamentary Practice, emphasized 
the importance of adhering to the 
rules: 

Mr. Onslow, the ablest among the Speakers 
of the House of Commons, used to say, ‘‘It 
was a maxim he had often heard when he was 
a young man, from old and experienced 
Members, that nothing tended more to throw 
power into the hands of the Administration, 
and those who acted with a majority of the 
House of Commons, than a neglect of, or de-
parture from, the rules of proceedings; that 
these forms, as instituted by our ancestors, 
operated as a check and control on the ac-
tions of the majority, and that they were, in 
many instances, a shelter and protection to 
the minority, against the attempts of 
power.’’ So far, the maxim is certainly true— 

Continued Mr. Onslow, speaking of 
the British House of Commons— 
and is founded in good sense, as it is always 
in the power of the majority, by their num-
ber, to stop any improper measure proposed 
on the part of their opponents— 

The minority— 
the only weapons by which the minority can 
defend themselves against similar attempts 
from those in power are the forms and rules 
of proceeding which have been adopted as 
they were found necessary, from time to 
time, and become the law of the House— 

He was talking about the law of the 
House of Commons— 
by a strict adherence to which the weaker 
party— 

Meaning the minority— 
can only be protected from those irregular-
ities and abuses which these forms were in-
tended to check, and which the wantonness 
of power is but too often apt to suggest to 
large and successful majorities. 

Now there you have it from the 
mother country, from the House of 
Commons. So when we speak of rules, 
Mr. Onslow laid it out very clearly as 
to the supreme importance of the rules 
as protectors of a minority. 

Jefferson went on to say: 
And whether these forms be in all cases the 

most rational or not is really not of so great 
importance. It is much more material that 
there should be a rule to go by than what 
that rule is; that there may be a uniformity 
of proceeding in business not subject to the 
caprice of the Speaker— 

Jefferson is talking about the Speak-
er of the House of Commons, and he is 
also referring to the Speaker in the 
House of Representatives. 
—or capriciousness of the members. 

Once more, this is Jefferson talking: 
It is much more material that there should 

be a rule to go by than what that rule is; 
that there may be a uniformity of proceeding 
in business not subject to the caprice of the 
Speaker or capriciousness of the members. It 
is very material that order, decency, and 
regularity be preserved in a dignified public 
body. 

Nothing could be more true than Jef-
ferson’s observations which I have read 
in part. 

Now, Mr. President, my own experi-
ence with the Senate rules compels me 
to appreciate the wisdom that Vice 
President Adlai Stevenson expressed in 
his farewell address to the Senate on 
March 3, 1897. I believe his observation 
is as fitting today as it was at the end 
of the 19th century. Let me say that 
again. I believe his observation is as 
fitting today, as we close the 20th cen-
tury, as it was at the end of the 19th 
century. Here is what he said: 

It must not be forgotten that the rules 
governing this body— 

The Senate— 
are founded deep in human experience; that 
they are the result of centuries of tireless ef-
fort in legislative halls, to conserve, to 
render stable and secure, the rights and lib-
erties which have been achieved by conflict. 
By its rules, the Senate wisely fixes the lim-
its to its own power. Of those who clamor 
against the Senate, and its methods of proce-
dure, it may be truly said: ‘‘They know not 
what they do.’’ In this Chamber alone are 
preserved without restraint— 

This is Adlai Stevenson talking 
here— 
two essentials of wise legislation and of good 
government: the right of amendment and of 
debate. Great evils often result from hasty 
legislation; rarely from the delay which fol-
lows full discussion and deliberation. In my 
humble judgment, the historic Senate—pre-
serving the unrestricted right of amendment 
and of debate, maintaining intact the time- 
honored parliamentary methods and amen-
ities which unfailingly secure action after 
deliberation—possesses in our scheme of gov-
ernment a value which cannot be measured 
by words. 

How true. I hope that Senators will 
read again these words that were spo-
ken by our ancestors concerning the 
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importance of the rules and precedents, 
the importance of amendments, the 
right to amend, and the importance of 
the freedom to debate at length. I hope 
Senators will read this. 

We all know that the Senate is 
unique in its sharing of power with the 
President in the making of treaties, 
and in its confirmation powers with re-
spect to nominations, as well as in its 
judicial function as the sole trier of 
impeachments brought by the House of 
Representatives. The Senate is also 
unique in the quality that exists be-
tween and among states of unequal ter-
ritorial size and population. But we 
must not forget that the right of ex-
tended, and even unlimited debate, to-
gether with the unfettered right to 
offer amendments, are the main cor-
nerstones of the Senate’s uniqueness. 
The right of extended debate is also a 
primary reason that the United States 
Senate is the most powerful Upper 
Chamber in the world today. 

The occasional abuse of this right 
has a painful side effect, but it never 
has been—I am talking about the right 
to debate at length; I am talking about 
filibusters, if you please —never will be 
fatal to the overall public good in the 
long run. 

The word ‘‘filibuster’’ has an unfortu-
nate connotation. But there have been 
many useful filibusters during the ex-
istence of this Republic. I have engaged 
in some of them. There has not been a 
real, honest to goodness old-type fili-
buster in this Senate in years and 
years. 

Without the right of unlimited de-
bate, of course, there would be no fili-
busters, but there would also be no 
Senate, as we know it. The good out-
weighs the bad. Filibusters have proved 
to be a necessary evil, which must be 
tolerated lest the Senate lose its spe-
cial strength and become a mere ap-
pendage of the House of Representa-
tives. If this should happen, which God 
avert, the American Senate would 
cease to be ‘‘that remarkable body’’ 
about which William Ewart Gladstone 
spoke—‘‘the most remarkable of all the 
inventions of modern politics.’’ 

Without the potential for filibusters, 
that power to check a Senate majority 
or an imperial presidency would be de-
stroyed. 

The right of unlimited debate is a 
power too sacred to be trifled with. Our 
English forebears knew it. They had 
been taught by sad experience the need 
for freedom of debate in their House of 
Commons. So they provided for free-
dom of debate in the English Bill of 
Rights in 1689. And our Bill of Rights, 
in many ways, has its roots deep in 
English parliamentary history. As 
Lyndon Baines Johnson said on March 
9, 1949: ‘‘. . . If I should have the oppor-
tunity to send into the countries be-
hind the iron curtain one freedom and 
only one, I know what my choice would 
be. . . . I would send to those nations 
the right of unlimited debate in their 
legislative chambers. . . . If we now, in 
haste and irritation, shut off this free-

dom, we shall be cutting off the most 
vital safeguard which minorities pos-
sess against the tyranny of momentary 
majorities.’’ 

I served with Lyndon Johnson in this 
Senate when he was the majority lead-
er. We had some real filibusters in 
those days. I sat in that chair up there 
22 hours on one occasion—22 hours in 
one sitting—almost a day and a night. 
So Lyndon Johnson was one who could 
speak with authority based on experi-
ence in that regard. 

Arguments against filibusters have 
largely centered around the principle 
that the majority should rule in a 
democratic society. The very existence 
of the Senate, however, embodies an 
equally valid tenet in American democ-
racy: the principle that minorities 
have rights. 

I am not here today to advocate fili-
busters. I am talking about the free-
dom of debate—unlimited debate, if 
necessary. 

Furthermore, a majority of Senators, 
at a given time and on a particular 
issue, may not truly represent major-
ity sentiment in the country. Senators 
from a few of the more populous states 
may, in fact, represent a majority in 
the nation while numbering a minority 
of votes in the Senate, where all the 
states are equal. Additionally, a minor-
ity opinion in the country may become 
the majority view, once the people are 
more fully informed about an issue 
through lengthy debate and scrutiny. A 
minority today may become the major-
ity tomorrow. 

Take the Civil Rights Act of 1964, for 
example. From the day that Senator 
Mike Mansfield, then the majority 
leader, submitted the motion to pro-
ceed to the civil rights bill to the day 
that the final vote was cast on that 
bill, 103 calendar days had passed—103 
days on one bill, the Civil Rights Act of 
1964. That is almost as many days on 
one bill in 1964 as the Senate has been 
in session this whole year to date. 

Mr. President, the Framers of the 
Constitution thought of the Senate as 
the safeguard against hasty and unwise 
action by the House of Representatives 
in response to temporary whims and 
storms of passion that may sweep over 
the land. Delay, deliberation, and de-
bate—though time consuming—may 
avoid mistakes that would be regretted 
in the long run. 

The Senate is the only forum in the 
government where the perfection of 
laws may be unhurried and where con-
troversial decisions may be hammered 
out on the anvil of lengthy debate. The 
liberties of a free people will always be 
safe where a forum exists in which 
open and unlimited debate is allowed. 
It is not just for the convenience of 
Senators that there be a forum in 
which free and unlimited debate can be 
had. More importantly, the liberties of 
a free people will always be safe where 
a forum exists in which open and un-
limited debate is allowed. That forum 
is here in this Chamber. 

The most important argument sup-
porting extended debate in the Senate, 

and even the right to filibuster, is the 
system of checks and balances. The 
Senate operates as the balance wheel 
in that system, because it provides the 
greatest check of all against an all- 
powerful executive through the privi-
lege that Senators have to discuss 
without hindrance what they please for 
as long as they please. Senators ought 
to reflect on these things. There is 
nothing like history and the experience 
of history that can teach the lessons 
that we can learn from the past. A mi-
nority can often use publicity to focus 
popular opinion upon matters that can 
embarrass the majority and the execu-
tive. 

Mr. President, we have reviewed 
briefly these facts about the U.S. Sen-
ate: (1) That it is a legislative body in 
which the smaller states, like the 
State of West Virginia, like the State 
of Kentucky, like the State of Rhode 
Island, the State of Wyoming, the 
State of Montana, regardless of terri-
tory or the size of population, are equal 
to the larger states in the union, with 
each state having two votes; (2) that it 
is a forum of the states and, from the 
beginning, was representative of the 
sovereignty of the individual states 
within the federal system; (3) that 
aside from its uniqueness with respect 
to treaties, nominations, and impeach-
ment trials, the Senate is unique 
among the Upper Chambers of the 
world in that it is a forum in which 
amendments can be offered to bills and 
resolutions passed by the Lower House, 
and in which its members have a right 
to unlimited debate. The Senate has, 
therefore, been referred to as the great-
est deliberative body in the world. Be-
cause of its members’ rights to amend 
and to debate without limitation as to 
time, Woodrow Wilson referred to the 
Senate as the greatest Upper Chamber 
that exists. Because of its unique pow-
ers, the record is replete throughout 
the history of this republic with in-
stances in which the Senate has dem-
onstrated the wisdom of the Framers 
in making it the main balance wheel in 
our Constitutional system of separa-
tion of powers and checks and bal-
ances. It is a chamber in which bad leg-
islation has been relegated to the dust 
bin, good legislation has originated, 
and the people of the country have 
been informed of the facts concerning 
the great issues of the day. Woodrow 
Wilson, himself, stated that the in-
forming function of the legislative 
branch was as important if not more so 
than its legislative function. 

It has checked the impulsiveness, at 
times, of the other body, and it has 
also been a check against an 
overweening executive. In the course of 
the 212 years since its beginning in 
March 1789, the Senate has, by and 
large, fulfilled the expectations of its 
Framers and proved itself to be the 
brightest spark of genius that ema-
nated from the anvil of debate and con-
troversy at the Constitutional Conven-
tion in Philadelphia during that hot 
summer of 1787. However, over the last 
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few years, however, I have viewed with 
increasing concern that the Senate is 
no longer fulfilling, as it once did, its 
raison d’etre, or purpose for being. 

More and more, the offering of 
amendments in the Senate is being dis-
couraged and debate is being stifled. I 
can say that because I’ve been here. 
Quite often, when bills or resolutions 
are called up for debate, the cloture 
motion is immediately laid down in an 
effort to speed the action on the meas-
ure and preclude non germane amend-
ments. Mike Mansfield, when he was 
leader, seldom did that. During the 
years that I was leader, I very seldom 
did that. The Republican leaders Baker 
and Dole seldom did that. 

Following my tenure as majority 
leader, that has been done increas-
ingly. I am not attempting to say that 
Mike Mansfield or I were great leaders 
at all; I am not attempting to do that. 
But I am saying that through John-
son’s tenure, for the most part, 
through Mansfield’s tenure, through 
my tenure as majority leader and 
through the tenures of Howard Baker 
and Bob Dole, the Senate adhered to its 
rules and precedents; seldom did it do 
otherwise. 

Moreover, the parliamentary amend-
ment tree is frequently filled as a way 
of precluding the minority from calling 
up amendments. I filled the parliamen-
tary tree on a very few occasions. I, 
again, have to call attention to my 
own tenure as majority leader because 
through the tenures of Johnson and 
leaders before Johnson on both sides of 
the aisle, the rules of the Senate were 
virtually considered sacred. 

The minority is also frequently pres-
sured to keep the number of amend-
ments to a minimum or else the par-
ticular bill will not even be called up— 
or, if it is pending, the bill will be 
taken down unless amendments are 
kept to a minimum. That is happening 
in this Senate. 

Unlike the House of Representatives, 
there is no Rules Committee in the 
Senate that serves as a traffic cop over 
the legislation and that determines 
whether or not there will be any 
amendments and, if so, how many 
amendments will be allowed and who 
will call up such amendments. On occa-
sion, the House Rules Committee will 
determine perhaps that one amend-
ment will be called up by Mr. So-and- 
So. But not so with the Senate. We 
don’t have a Rules Committee that 
serves as a traffic cop. 

Could there be a desire on the part of 
the Senate majority leadership to 
make the Senate operate as a second 
House of Representatives? Of the 100 
Senators who constitute this body 
today, 45, at my last count, came from 
the House of Representatives—45 out of 
100. At no time in my almost 42 years 
in the Senate have I ever entertained 
the notion that the Senate ought to be 
run like the House of Representatives, 
where amendments and unlimited de-
bate are often looked upon as alien to 
the legislative process. What is the 

hurry? What is the hurry? There is 
ample time for the offering of amend-
ments and for debating them at length, 
if the Senate will only put its shoulder 
to the wheel and work. 

We still have 7 days, just as there 
were in the beginning of creation. The 
calendar doesn’t go that far back, but 
we still have 7 days a week. And we 
still have 24 hours a day, as was the 
case in Caesar’s time. And the edict of 
God, as he drove Adam and Eve from 
the garden and laid down the law that 
by the sweat of his brow man would eat 
bread—that edict is still the case. We 
still have to eat bread and we still are 
supposed to earn our living through the 
sweat of our brow. Nothing has 
changed. 

We have plenty of time. And we get 
paid. I am one who gets paid for my 
work in the Senate. I don’t like Sunday 
sessions, but we have had a few over 
the years. I am against Sunday ses-
sions. But I am not against working on 
Saturdays. During that civil rights de-
bate, which I was talking about a while 
ago, there were six Saturdays in which 
the Senate was in session. It is not an 
unheard of thing. 

It is far more important for the Sen-
ate to engage in thorough debate and 
for Senators to have the opportunity to 
call up amendments than it is for the 
Senate to have many of the Mondays 
and Fridays left unused insofar as real 
floor action is concerned. 

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for 
a question? 

Mr. BYRD. Yes, I will very shortly. 
It is far more important for the Sen-

ate to engage in thorough debate, and 
for Senators to have the opportunity to 
call up amendments, than it is for the 
Senate to be out of session on Mondays 
and Fridays. It seems to me that we 
should be more busily engaged in doing 
the people’s business. 

Instead, it seems to me—and, of 
course, I am not infallible in my judg-
ments—it seems to me that the Senate 
is more concerned about relieving Sen-
ators who are up for reelection—and I 
am one of them this year—relieving 
Senators who are up for reelection 
from the inconvenience of staying on 
the job and working early and late, 
than in fulfilling our responsibilities to 
our constituents. Some might conclude 
that it is more important for Senators 
to have Mondays and Fridays in which 
to raise money for a reelection cam-
paign than it is for us to give to our 
constituents a full day’s work for a full 
day’s pay. 

Now I am glad to yield to my friend. 
Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 

West Virginia in the form of a ques-
tion—the segue is better now than 
when I asked the first question because 
what I want to say to the Senator from 
West Virginia is, I haven’t been here 
nearly as long as you have been here, 
but I have seen, in the 18 years I have 
been here, how things have changed. 
Why have they changed? Because of the 
unbelievable drive to raise money. Ev-
erybody has to raise money. On Mon-

days, on Tuesdays, on Wednesdays, on 
Thursdays, on Fridays, on Saturdays, 
and, I am sorry to say, on Sundays. I 
say to my friend from West Virginia, 
don’t you think that is the biggest 
problem around here, the tremendous, 
overpowering demand for money be-
cause of television? 

In the form of a dual question: Don’t 
you think, if we did nothing else but 
eliminate corporate money, which the 
Congress in the early part of last cen-
tury, or by the Senator’s reasoning this 
century, early 19—— 

Mr. BYRD. Not by the Senator’s rea-
soning, but because it is the 20th cen-
tury still, until midnight December 31 
this year. Regardless of what the media 
says, regardless of what the politicians 
say, this year is still in the 20th cen-
tury. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend in the 
form of a question: In the early part of 
this century, Congress had the good 
sense to outlaw, in Federal elections, 
corporate money. Of course, the Su-
preme Court changed that a few years 
ago. I ask the Senator, wouldn’t we be 
well served if we eliminated, among 
other things, corporate money in cam-
paigns on the Federal level in any form 
or fashion? 

Mr. BYRD. There is no question 
about that, if one looks at the facts 
carefully. Having been majority leader 
and having been minority leader, I can 
testify as to the pressures that are 
brought on the majority and minority 
leaders by Senators who have to get 
out and run across this country, hold-
ing out a tin cup as it were, saying: 
Give me, give me, give me money. 

I have had to do that. In 1982, I had 
an incumbent in the other body from 
West Virginia who ran against me. I 
had to go all over this country. I had to 
go to California. I had to go to New 
York. I had to go to Alabama. I had to 
go to Texas. I was all over the country. 
But I didn’t go during the Senate work-
days, and in those days, the Senate 
worked. I had to go on Sundays, for the 
most part. 

(Mr. ALLARD assumed the Chair.) 
Mr. REID. One last question? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. REID. Wouldn’t the Senator ac-

knowledge things are much worse 
today than they were in 1982? 

Mr. BYRD. They are much worse, and 
they are growing worse and worse and 
worse every day and every election. It 
is a disgrace and it is demeaning. The 
most demeaning thing that I have had 
to do in my political career is to ask 
people for money. 

When I was majority leader in the 
100th Congress, former Senator David 
Boren of Oklahoma and I introduced 
legislation to reform the campaign fi-
nancing system. 

I am not one of the ‘‘come lately 
boys’’ in this regard. I, as majority 
leader then, and former Senator David 
Boren introduced that legislation. The 
other side of the aisle—I do not like to 
point to the other side of the aisle as so 
many Senators today, unfortunately, 
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like to do—but the other side of the 
aisle—namely, the Republicans in the 
Senate in that instance—voted consist-
ently eight times against cloture mo-
tions that I offered to bring the debate 
to a close. There were four or five Re-
publicans who did break from the oth-
erwise solid bloc and voted with the 
Democrats on that occasion to break 
the filibuster against the campaign fi-
nancing bill. 

Go back to the RECORD. Read it. Sen-
ators might do well to go back to the 
RECORD and see who those Senators 
were who broke from the Republican 
bloc. A handful broke from the Repub-
lican bloc and voted to end the fili-
buster against that campaign financing 
bill. Eight times I offered cloture mo-
tions. No other majority leader has 
ever offered eight cloture motions on 
the same legislation in one Congress. 
And eight times I was defeated in my 
efforts to invoke cloture. 

Chapter 22, Verse 28 of the Book of 
Proverbs—we are talking about Solo-
mon’s sayings now for the most part— 
admonishes us: ‘‘Remove not the an-
cient landmark, which thy fathers have 
set.’’ We seem to be doing just the op-
posite. The Founding Fathers’ grant to 
us of the right to amend and the right 
to unlimited debate has been, I believe, 
shifted off course, to the point that 
these two well-advised attributes of 
power are being voided, and for what 
reason? Could it be that the Senate Re-
publican leadership fails to appreciate 
and fully understand the Senate, fails 
to understand American Constitu-
tionalism, and fails to understand the 
purposes which the constitutional 
framers had in mind when they created 
the Senate. Or might we suppose that 
the senatorial powers that be are sim-
ply determined to be a Committee of 
Rules unto themselves and are deter-
mined to try to remold the Senate into 
a second House of Representatives? The 
fact cannot be ignored that 45 of the 
100 Members of today’s Senate came 
here from the House of Representa-
tives. A political observer might also 
be surprised to find that 59 of today’s 
100 Senators came to the Senate subse-
quent to my final stint as majority 
leader. 

Noble are the words of Cicero when 
he tells us that ‘‘It is the first and fun-
damental law of history that it neither 
dare to say anything that is false or 
fear to say anything that is true, nor 
give any just suspicion of favor or dis-
affection.’’ 

I believe that no less a high standard 
must be invoked when considering the 
Senate of today and comparing it with 
the Senate of the past. Having spent 
more than half of my life in the Sen-
ate, I would consider myself derelict in 
my duty toward the Senate if I did not 
express my concerns over what I see 
happening to the Senate. 

Who suffers, whose rights are denied, 
whose interests are untended when a 
Senate minority is denied the right to 
amend and when a Senate minority is 
denied the right and opportunity to 

fully debate the issues that confront 
the Nation? Is it the individual Sen-
ators themselves? Is it I? Do I suffer? 
No. It is their constituents, it is my 
constituents who are being denied 
these opportunities and these rights. It 
is not Senator so-and-so who, in the 
final analysis, is being denied the full 
freedom of speech on this Senate floor 
or who is being shut out from offering 
an amendment—it is Senator so-and- 
so’s constituents, the people who sent 
him or her to the Senate. 

If the Senate is intended to be a 
check against the impulsiveness and 
passions of the other body, is not the 
ability of the Senate to be such a check 
reduced in direct proportion to the de-
nial to its Members of the opportunity 
to amend House measures? 

In accordance with the Constitution, 
revenue bills must originate in the 
House of Representatives and, by cus-
tom, most appropriations bills likewise 
originate in the House, but under the 
guarantees of the Constitution, as 
those guarantees flowed from the Great 
Compromise of July 16, 1787, the Senate 
has the right to amend those revenue 
and appropriations bills. 

But if the opportunity for Senators 
to amend is reduced, or even denied, as 
is sometimes being done, the Senate as 
an equal body to that of the House of 
Representatives is being put to a dis-
advantage. The House can open the 
door to legislation on an appropria-
tions bill, but if the Senate, if the 100 
Senators are denied the opportunity to 
offer amendments, or are limited in the 
number of amendments which Senators 
may offer, the Senate is thereby denied 
the opportunity to go through that 
door with amendments of its own, 
through the door that the other body 
has opened, and is denied the potential 
for the achievement of truly good leg-
islation in the final result, and that op-
portunity is accordingly lessened and 
the likelihood of legislative errors in 
the final product is increased. 

If the Senate is a forum of the 
States, in which the small States are 
equal to the large States, and if this 
ability of the small States to acquire 
equilibrium with the large States 
serves as an offset to the House of Rep-
resentatives where the votes of the 
States are in proportion to population 
sizes, then when the Senate is denied 
the opportunity to work its will by the 
avoidance of votes on amendments, are 
the small States not the greater losers? 
My State, for one. The Senator from 
Alaska’s State is one. 

If the framers saw the Senate as a 
powerful check against an over-
reaching executive at the other end of 
Pennsylvania Avenue, when free and 
unlimited debate is bridled and the 
right of Senators to offer amendments 
is hindered or denied, is not the Sen-
ate’s power to check an overreaching 
President accordingly whittled down, 
especially in instances where such a 
check is most needed? 

I am gravely concerned that, if the 
practices of the recent past as they re-

late to enactment of massive, mon-
strous, omnibus appropriations bills 
are not reversed, Senators will be re-
duced to nothing more than legislative 
automatons. Senators will have given 
away their sole authority to debate 
and amend spending bills and other leg-
islation. Much of that authority will 
have been handed over, by invitation of 
Congress itself, to the Chief Executive. 

The distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee, and I, and 
other chairmen of appropriations sub-
committees in this Senate are experi-
encing this right now. 

Only yesterday, in a conference on 
the Interior Appropriation bill, I called 
attention to the fact that when I came 
to Congress 48 years ago, the Members 
of the House and Senate in that day 
would have stood in utter astonish-
ment, to see in that conference, on an 
appropriations bill, the agents of the 
President of the United States sitting 
there arguing with Senators and House 
Members and advancing the wishes of a 
President. 

There they sat in the House-Senate 
conference. And they tell the conferees 
what the President will or will not ac-
cept in the bill. If this is in the bill, he 
will veto it. If this is not in the bill, he 
will veto it, they say. 

So, appropriators of the House and 
the Senate, get ready. You have com-
pany. There are other appropriators in 
this Government other than the elect-
ed Members of the House and Senate. 
There are administration ex officio 
members of the Appropriations con-
ference—believe it or not—who sit like 
Banquo’s ghost at the table when the 
appropriations are being administered 
out. What a sad—what a sad—thing to 
behold. 

I said that in the meeting yesterday, 
as I have said it before in meetings. 
And I don’t mean it to insult or to der-
ogate the agents of the President. They 
are doing their job, and they are very 
capable people. I have to apologize to 
them when I say that. They are there 
through no fault of their own. 

And why are they there? The fault 
lies here. Because we dither and dither 
almost a full year through. We put off 
action on appropriations bills until the 
very last, when we are up against the 
prospect of adjournment sine die, when 
our backs are to the wall, and then the 
President of the United States has the 
upper hand. His threats of veto make 
us scatter and run. The result is that 
all of these bills—or many of them—are 
crammed into one giant monstrous 
measure, and that measure comes back 
to this House without Senators having 
an opportunity to amend it because it 
is a conference report. It is not amend-
able —not amendable. So it is our 
fault. It really is. And it has been hap-
pening in these recent years. So much 
of that authority will have been hand-
ed over, by invitation of Congress 
itself, in essence, to the Executive. 

For fiscal year 1999 an omnibus pack-
age was all wrapped together—Sen-
ators will remember this—an omnibus 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:39 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S28SE0.REC S28SE0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9411 September 28, 2000 
package was all wrapped together and 
run off on copy machines—it totaled 
some 3,980 pages—and was presented to 
the House and Senate in the form of an 
unamendable conference report. Mem-
bers were told to take it or leave it. If 
you do not take this agreement, we 
will have to stay here and start this 
process over. We will have to call Mem-
bers back to Washington from the cam-
paign trail, back to Washington from 
town meetings, and back to Wash-
ington from fundraisers. Senator, the 
gun is at your head, and it is loaded. 
You do not know what is in this pack-
age, Senator 3,980 pages put together 
by running the pages—3,980 pages— 
through copy machines. 

Not a single Senator, not one knew 
what was in that conference report, the 
details of it. No one Senator under 
God’s heaven knew, really, everything 
that he was voting on. You do not 
know what is in this package, we are 
essentially told, but you either vote for 
it or we will stay here and start all 
over again. And in the final analysis, 
we will come up with about the same 
package. 

We know that these legislative provi-
sions made up more than half of the 
total 3,980 pages. So what we did there, 
as we did in fiscal year 1997 and as we 
did again in fiscal year 2000 was put to-
gether several appropriations bills into 
an unamendable conference report, and 
Members were forced to vote on what 
was essentially a pig in a poke without 
knowing the details. 

Do the people of this country know 
that? Do they know this? Do they 
know what is happening? 

In 1932, in the midst of the Great De-
pression, a reporter from the Saturday 
Evening Post asked John Maynard 
Keynes, the great British economist, if 
he knew of anything that had ever oc-
curred like that depression. Keynes an-
swered: Yes, and it was called the Dark 
Ages, and it lasted 400 years. 

Well, I can say, as one who lived 
through that depression in a coal min-
ing town in southern West Virginia and 
was brought up in the home of a coal 
miner, I can say that we are now enter-
ing the ‘‘Dark Ages’’ of the United 
States Senate. 

Now, when Keynes referred to the 
Dark Ages being equal to the depres-
sion or vice versa and I refer to the 
Dark Ages of the Senate, this is calam-
ity howling on a cosmic scale perhaps, 
but on one point, the resemblence 
seems valid, that being, the people 
never fully understood and don’t fully 
understand today the forces that 
brought these things into being. 

If the people knew that we had a 
3,980-page conference report in which 
we, their elected representatives, 
didn’t know what was in it, they would 
rise up and say: What in the world is 
going on here? It is our money that 
Senators are spending. You are blind-
folded and you have wax in your ears. 
You don’t even know what is in that 
bill. 

Is this the way we want the House 
and the Senate to operate? Is this what 

Senators had in mind when they ran 
for the United States Senate? If we 
continue this process, Senators will 
not be needed here at all. Oh, you can 
come to the Senate floor once in a 
while to make a speech or to introduce 
a bill or to vote on some matter, but at 
the end of the session, when the rubber 
hits the road and we get down to what 
is and what is not going to be enacted 
in all areas—appropriations, legisla-
tion, and tax measures—most Senators 
won’t be needed. Most of us will not be 
in the room with the President’s men. 
We won’t be in the room. 

I have seen times when the minority, 
Democrats in the House and Senate, 
were not in the room. Who was in the 
room? The Republican majority, the 
Speaker of the House and the majority 
leader of the Senate. They were in the 
room. Who else? Who was there to rep-
resent us Democrats? Who was there? 
The executive branch was there, its 
agents. We were left out. The Demo-
cratic Members of the House and Sen-
ate, not one, not one sat in that con-
ference. I wasn’t in it. I was the rank-
ing member of the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee. 

So most of us will not be in the room 
when the decisions are made. The 
President’s agents will be there. They 
will carry great weight on all matters 
because we have to get the President’s 
signature. Having squandered the 
whole year in meaningless posturing 
and bickering back and forth, we will 
have no alternative, none, but to buck-
le under to a President’s every demand. 
And when that hideous process is mer-
cifully finished, we will then call you, 
Senator, and let you know that we are 
now ready to vote on a massive con-
ference report, up or down, without 
any amendments in order. Take it or 
leave it, Senator. Take it or leave it, 
Senator DASCHLE. You are the minor-
ity leader. You will be left out. Take it 
or leave it; here is the conference re-
port. 

We are in danger of becoming an oli-
garchy disguised as a Republic. You 
may well spend all of your time cam-
paigning or speechmaking or doing 
constituent services back home, you 
will have very little to say on legisla-
tion or appropriations or tax matters. 

There is sufficient blame to go 
around for this total collapse of the ap-
propriations process. Our side feels 
muzzled. The majority leader has a 
very difficult job. I know. I have been 
in his shoes. He has to do the best he 
can to meet the demands of all Sen-
ators. 

Part of the solution has to be a 
greater willingness to work together 
on both sides of the aisle to ensure that 
ample opportunities are provided, early 
in the session, outside of the appropria-
tions process to debate policy dif-
ferences. We simply must force our-
selves to work harder, beginning ear-
lier in the session, to ensure that we do 
not continue to abuse the Constitution, 
abuse the Senate, and ultimately abuse 
the American people by following the 

procedure that has resulted in these 
omnibus packages in 3 of the last 4 
years, and which, I fear, is about to be 
resorted to again this year. 

I do see some rays of hope because we 
have awakened the leadership. I must 
say, after our squawking and scream-
ing and kicking, the administration 
this year is insisting that Democrats 
sit at the table when the crumbs are 
being parceled out. They insisted be-
cause the minority leader has insisted 
on it and because other voices in the 
Senate have been complaining. 

Cicero said: ‘‘There is no fortress so 
strong that money cannot take it.’’ 
The power of the purse is the most pre-
cious power that we have. It was given 
to the two Houses by the Constitution, 
the bedrock of our Government. It was 
put here—not down at the other end of 
Pennsylvania Avenue. 

I have tried to do my part to help 
Senators understand our constitutional 
role. We are the people’s elected rep-
resentatives and they have entrusted 
us with their vote; those people out 
there who are watching through the 
cameras have entrusted us with their 
vote. That trust must not be treated 
lightly. This is especially true when it 
comes to matters that involve appro-
priations. We are spending their 
money. 

Each of you who is watching through 
that electronic medium, we are spend-
ing your money. 

We are stewards of the people’s hard- 
earned tax dollars. They expect, and 
they ought to demand, that we spend 
those dollars wisely, and that we scru-
tinize what we fund and why we fund 
it. 

The Senate is the upper House of a 
separate branch of Government, with 
institutional safeguards that protect 
the people’s liberties. 

Which party commands the White 
House at a given time should make no 
difference as to how we conduct our du-
ties. We are here to work with, but also 
to act as a check on the occupant of 
the White House, regardless of who 
that occupant is. And we are here to 
reflect the people’s will. We are not 
performing the watchdog function 
when we invite the White House—lit-
erally invite the White House—behind 
closed doors and play five-card draw 
with the people’s tax dollars. 

Mr. President, I fear for the future of 
this Senate. I think the people are very 
disenchanted with Congress and with 
politics in general. They are catching 
on to our partisan bickering and they 
don’t like what they hear and see. 

The people are hungry for leadership. 
They ask us for solutions to their prob-
lems. They expect us to protect their 
interests and to watch over their hard- 
earned tax dollars. They entrust us 
with their franchise and they ask that 
we ponder issues and debate issues and 
use their proxy wisely. They ask that 
we protect their freedoms by holding 
fast to our institutional and constitu-
tional responsibilities. 
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Too often, we lose sight of the fact 

that partisan politics is not the pur-
pose for which the people send us here. 
We square off like punch-drunk glad-
iators and preen and polish our media- 
slick messages in search of the holy 
grail of power or a headline. I am a pol-
itician; I can say that. We fail to edu-
cate the people and ourselves on issues 
of paramount and far-reaching impor-
tance for this generation and for the 
next generation. It is a shame and it is 
a waste because there is much talent in 
this Chamber, and there is much 
mischanneled energy. This Senate 
could be what the framers intended, 
but it would take a new commitment 
by each of us to our duties and to our 
oaths of office. And it would take a 
massive turning away from the petty 
little power wars so diligently waged 
each week and each month in these 
Halls. 

Our extreme tunnel vision has been 
duly noted by the American people, I 
assure Senators. The American people 
are a tolerant lot, but their patience is 
beginning to fray. 

And when their disappointment turns 
to dismay, and finally to disgust, we 
will have no one to blame but our-
selves. 

Mr. President, I have more to say, 
but I see other Senators. If they wish 
to speak on this subject, I will be glad 
to yield them time. Does the distin-
guished Senator from California wish 
to speak? 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I would 
really appreciate the opportunity to 
comment on some of the Senator’s 
points and then make a couple other 
points. As I understand it, the Senator 
controls the time; is that correct? 

Mr. BYRD. I control the time from 
the beginning, 6 hours. 

Mrs. BOXER. May I respectfully re-
quest about 20 minutes of that time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I gladly 
yield 20 minutes to the very distin-
guished Senator from California, Mrs. 
BOXER. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Senator 
from West Virginia, who is, I have to 
say, the most respected Senator in this 
Chamber. When he speaks, I do think 
that both sides listen. I believe that his 
remarks today are not partisan at all. 
I think that he has been critical of 
both sides and he has been critical of 
the administration. 

I want to pick up on some of Senator 
BYRD’s remarks. I had the honor of 
serving on the Appropriations Com-
mittee for a period of time. Senator 
FEINSTEIN now holds that seat, and who 
knows, maybe some day I will be able 
to reclaim it. California is such a large 
State that I think there is a real un-
derstanding on my side of the aisle 
that one of us should be sitting on that 
committee. 

In that situation you have a much 
greater chance to speak for your State, 
and to talk about the priorities of your 
State. 

Right now my dear friend, Senator 
FEINSTEIN, is recuperating from a ter-

rible fall and a terrible injury to her 
leg. I want to say to Senator FEIN-
STEIN—if you are watching, because I 
know you are in the hospital—we are 
thinking of you and we wish you well. 
I will do everything I can to speak for 
both of us when it comes to the issues 
that face our State. 

But, in particular because of her in-
jury, I think at the moment I am on 
that list. The Senator could add us on 
that list of the 23 ‘‘have nots,’’ al-
though we are praying that Senator 
FEINSTEIN will be back next week in 
time to be there. But even if she is 
back, the fact is, when that private ses-
sion is called to look at this big omni-
bus bill—the Senator from West Vir-
ginia has described it—very few will be 
in that room. I compliment the admin-
istration for insisting that the Demo-
cratic leadership be in that room. 

I had the honor to serve in the House 
for 10 years of my life. It was a great 
experience for me. I know many others, 
including the Senator from West Vir-
ginia, had that privilege. But I ran for 
the Senate in a very risky political 
move—no one thought I would ever 
make it here—because I wanted the 
chance to do more. I wanted the chance 
to operate under the Senate rules and 
to offer any amendments that I wanted 
to at any time. 

Now I find with this particular lead-
ership that I am precluded from doing 
that. I am precluded from fighting for 
my State. When I hear that bills were 
going straight to the conference and 
bypassing the Senate and the ability of 
the Senator from Iowa to offer an 
amendment—even though he serves on 
that committee, there is still time 
even when you are on the committee. 
You wait until you get to the floor to 
offer the amendment. We all know that 
is the way it goes because sometimes 
you can’t win in the committee but 
you have a chance to make your case 
on the floor with unlimited debate and 
an opportunity to show your charts 
and make your point. 

I find myself here in a circumstance 
where I, in behalf of the people of Cali-
fornia, basically have no say on these 
bills. 

As Senator BYRD rightly points out, I 
think anyone in this Senate Chamber 
who says they know what is in a huge 
omnibus package with 3,000 pages, not 
to mention report language and col-
loquy, is simply dreaming because we 
know there is just so much we are ca-
pable of. When you do one appropria-
tions bill at a time, you can con-
centrate on that and read that bill. 
You can be briefed on that bill. If you 
want to offer an amendment, you can 
do so. You can make your case for your 
State. 

There is one issue on which the Sen-
ator from West Virginia and I do not 
agree. I respect his view so much. But 
I come on a different side. I think it is 
so important that we should be allowed 
to raise other important issues that we 
believe this Senate ought to vote on, 
even if it voted on it before. I say to 

my friend that some of these issues are 
so important. Now that we are in the 
middle of a Presidential election, they 
are being raised by both Governor Bush 
and Vice President GORE, and we ought 
to have another chance to vote on 
them. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if I 
might ask the Senator to yield on that 
point. 

Mrs. BOXER. I would be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HARKIN. I agree with the Sen-
ator. I want to say a few more things 
on my own time about Senator BYRD’s 
presentation this morning, but I also 
want to respond to the point that my 
friend from California is making about 
being able to offer amendments to the 
appropriations bills that come up. 

I ask the Senator from California: I 
do not know if we agree on this, but I 
think if we had more of an opportunity 
to act as a Senate, to bring legislation 
out and to be able to consider bills that 
we might be interested in, that we 
wouldn’t have to do them on appropria-
tions bills. But because we are pre-
vented from doing so, many times it is 
only the appropriations bills where we 
can offer them. 

I ask the Senator from California if 
she would maybe—I see her nodding 
her head—agree with that decision; if 
we had that opportunity to act as a 
Senate and to bring authorizing bills 
out here to be able to offer those 
amendments, then we wouldn’t have to 
do that on appropriations bills. 

Mrs. BOXER. I agree with my friend. 
I sit on some authorizing committees, 
such as the Environment and Public 
Works Committee. There are so many 
good bills that we could bring forward, 
but the leadership does not want to do 
that. Frankly, I think it is because 
they would rather not run this place 
like the Senate. They want to run it 
like the House with strict controls 
where the Rules Committee decides 
what can happen. 

Frankly, I have to think that there 
are some amendments on which they 
don’t want to vote. I think we are then 
forced in the circumstance that my 
friend from West Virginia—my hero, if 
I might say, in this Senate—believes is 
inappropriate. But we are in a cir-
cumstance where we are committed, 
for example, to vote on a prescription 
drug benefit for Medicare. We are so 
committed to making sure that class 
sizes could be reduced by putting 
100,000 new teachers in, and we don’t 
get the education authorizing bill. We 
only get the appropriations bill. 

It forces us—I agree with my friend— 
to be in the situation that is not good 
for the Senate. As my friend said, it is 
the ‘‘Dark Ages of the Senate.’’ Those 
are powerful words. This is a man who 
thinks about that. When he says we are 
in the ‘‘Dark Ages,’’ I think we have to 
listen. We are in the Dark Ages because 
we don’t want to debate authorizing 
bills. We are forced to try to offer 
amendments on appropriations bills, 
which delays the situation, which 
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makes leadership say they are not 
going to bring the bill forward, and 
which makes them send them straight 
to conference to avoid the chance for 
amendments. The vicious circle con-
tinues. 

I think I am not being a Senator. We 
never know how long we are going to 
be in this Chamber. In many ways, it is 
up to our electorate. In many ways, it 
is up to God to give us good health to 
be here and do this. It is up to our fam-
ilies to see how long they can take it. 
So we want to have a chance to legis-
late. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if the dis-
tinguished Senator from California will 
yield. 

Mrs. BOXER. I yield to my friend. 
Mr. BYRD. I want to clarify one 

thing. 
The distinguished Senator from Cali-

fornia earlier, I think, indicated that 
she and I were in disagreement on this. 
We are not. In the Senate, there is no 
rule of germaneness except when clo-
ture is invoked and except when rule 
XVI is invoked. But a rule XVI invoca-
tion can be waived only by a majority 
vote—not a two-thirds vote but by a 
majority. We have done that many 
times. 

When a Senator has raised the ques-
tion of germaneness, I have from time 
to time voted with that question to 
make that germane. She and I really 
are not in disagreement. She has well 
stated, and so has the distinguished 
Senator from Iowa, the reasons why so 
many Senators are forced to offer leg-
islative amendments on appropriations 
bills. It is because the legislative meas-
ures are not brought up in the Senate. 
So they have to resort to the only vehi-
cle that is in front of them, that being 
an appropriations bill. 

Look at this calendar. This calendar 
is filled with bills, many of them which 
have never gone to the committee. 
Many of them have been put directly 
on the calendar through rule XIV, and 
they have never been before a com-
mittee. They went before a committee 
in the House, come from the House, 
and are put directly on the Senate cal-
endar, or bills are offered by Senators, 
brought up, and through rule XIV are 
placed on the calendar. 

I counted the number of items on 
this calendar the other day that have 
been placed directly on the calendar 
for one reason or the other, one being 
rule XIV. I counted the number. I don’t 
remember what it was. There are quite 
a wide number of amendments that are 
on the calendar that have never seen or 
experienced any debate in a Senate 
committee. We have 71 pages making 
up this calendar. Senators who want to 
offer amendments have to understand, 
there is nothing but appropriations 
bills to which to offer amendments. 

Mrs. BOXER. I am absolutely de-
lighted we are on the same side on this 
point. The frustration level of Sen-
ators, as my friend Senator HARKIN 
pointed out in his very to-the-point- 
question, is that we have no other op-

tion but to turn to these priorities that 
our people are asking Members to take 
care of, and try to offer these amend-
ments. Then we have a majority that 
doesn’t want them. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for 

yielding. 
I want to point out to the Senator 

from West Virginia, regarding the Ele-
mentary and Secondary Education Act 
reauthorization, this is the first time 
since it was enacted in 1965 we have not 
reauthorized it. Why? There is no rea-
son we cannot debate the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act before 
we adjourn. 

I am certain reasonable minds on 
both sides would agree to time limits. 
No one wants to filibuster the bill. 
Offer the amendments. But the way 
things are today, if someone has ideas 
on what we want to do on education in 
this country, they are precluded from 
doing so. It is still stuck on the cal-
endar, for the first time since 1965. S. 2, 
the No. 2 bill of this Congress, and it is 
still on the calendar. We haven’t had a 
chance to act. 

I say to my friend from California, 
the Senator from West Virginia re-
ferred to returning back to the Dark 
Ages. I was thinking about that when 
the Senator was speaking. Someone re-
marked to me that: All this talk about 
rules and procedure is gobbledygook. 
Who cares? That is inside ball game 
stuff around here, and it doesn’t really 
matter on the outside. 

I know it sounds like inside ball 
game stuff when we talk about rules 
and procedures, rule XVI and things 
such as this. The Senator mentioned 
the Dark Ages; I got to thinking about 
the Dark Ages. That is an appropriate 
allegory because the reason they were 
the Dark Ages is that we didn’t have 
rules, we didn’t have laws, it was un-
civilized. In order for us to be civilized, 
we said there are certain rules by 
which we should live. 

We have these rules in the Senate so 
that we don’t live in the Dark Ages. 
They have a lot to do with people’s 
lives outside of the beltway of this 
city. I think the Senator’s mentioning 
of the Dark Ages is very appropriate. 
That is what we are returning to. We 
are returning to a rule-less kind of 
Senate where whoever is in charge 
calls the shots. That is what the Dark 
Ages was about: Whoever had the 
power ran everything. It was a lawless 
society. Through the years we devel-
oped our rules. 

There is a reason the Senate is the 
way it is. Read the Senator’s ‘‘History 
of the Senate.’’ There is a reason the 
Founding Fathers set up the Senate 
the way it is. It is to allow some of the 
smaller States and others to have their 
say and to have their equal representa-
tion so they aren’t bound up by the 
rules of the House of Representatives. 

Mr. BYRD. Would the distinguished 
Senator from California yield me time 
to respond to the distinguished Senator 
from Iowa? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield to 
the Senator. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield an additional 15 
minutes overall to the Senator from 
California. 

Mr. President, the Senator from Iowa 
said something here which is a tru-
ism—among other things—that there 
are many who look upon the rules and 
the precedence of the Senate as gobble-
dygook, as inside baseball. 

Now I daresay those same narrow- 
minded, uninformed people, whoever 
they are, would say the very same 
about this Constitution of the United 
States or this Declaration of Independ-
ence, both of which are in this little 
book which I hold in my hand. They 
would say the same thing about the 
Constitution of the United States, and 
those rules of the Senate are there by 
virtue of this Constitution. I urge them 
to read the Constitution again. 

I also urge them to read what Thom-
as Jefferson said, what Vice President 
Adlai Stevenson said, what Lyndon 
Johnson said, and what other great 
leaders who are now in the past said 
about the right to amend and the right 
to debate. 

I will say what Adlai Stevenson said: 
They know not what they do. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 

from West Virginia. 
Sometimes—I am not mentioning 

any names—sometimes we talk with 
colleagues about the rules. There is 
kind of a smirk: Oh, yes, we have busi-
ness to do around here. And there is 
sort of—I detected it lately—there is 
sort of: ‘‘Well, the rules are the rules, 
but if we have the votes, we don’t 
care.’’ 

That is a terrible attitude. As the 
Senator from West Virginia said, it 
really returns us to the Dark Ages 
when we were a lawless, ruleless soci-
ety. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask my friend to stay 
on his feet because I want to continue 
this discussion. 

When I was a child, I learned how a 
bill becomes a law. We always had that 
book in school, how a bill becomes a 
law. A bill starts out; someone authors 
it on one side, the Senate; someone au-
thors it in the House. If it is a money 
bill, it has to go through the House 
first. And then each House, the House 
and the Senate, will act on the bill. If 
there are differences, it will go to con-
ference. Those differences are worked 
out. If they are worked out—either 
body will vote on them—it goes to the 
President; he says yea or nay. If he 
issues a veto, two-thirds to override; if 
he signs it, it is a law. We learned this. 

I say to my friend, it almost seems to 
me that what is happening is unconsti-
tutional. I do not have a law degree. 
But we don’t see these bills coming 
through the Senate for Senators to 
comment on. Sometimes we get a bill 
through here and it is not controver-
sial. We will agree to a 2-, 3-, 5-minute 
time agreement. But at least we have a 
chance to look at it. That is our job. If 
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we don’t look at it and it does some 
harm to our people, that is our fault. 

But if bills never come here and if 
they are sent directly into a conference 
committee and bypass the Senate, this 
says something is very wrong, that we 
are not doing what we are supposed to 
do according to the Constitution. I 
honestly wonder whether there 
couldn’t be some kind of lawsuit by 
some citizen out there who looks at 
this and says: The way the Senate is 
operating, I have no voice in this be-
cause my Senator is bypassed. As Sen-
ator BYRD shows in his chart, 23 States 
are not on appropriations. They don’t 
even have a chance to utter a word in 
the committee. 

I was wondering, not being a lawyer, 
as the Senator is a lawyer, whether 
there isn’t some kind of lawsuit wait-
ing to happen. This isn’t the way a bill 
is to become a law. 

I think this could be considered tax-
ation without representation. For some 
of these cases, some colleagues could 
say to their people: I didn’t know; I 
didn’t have a chance; I could only vote 
no or aye at the end; I voted aye be-
cause there were so many good things 
in the omnibus bill; but there were 23 
bad things, but I had to keep the Gov-
ernment going. 

I think we are treading on some dan-
gerous ground. 

I am happy to yield if my friend has 
a comment. 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator asking a 
question? 

Mrs. BOXER. I would love to have 
my friend comment on this. 

Mr. BYRD. I agree, in large measure, 
with everything the distinguished Sen-
ator is saying. I seriously doubt that a 
lawsuit—I seriously doubt if that 
would hold up. But anyhow, it is a good 
thought. 

Mrs. BOXER. Yes. When I go home to 
meet my constituency, they, as tax-
payers, will say to me: Senator, what 
did you think about page 1030 in that 
omnibus bill? Did you actually get a 
chance to vote on it? I will say: In the 
big sense, I guess you could say I had 
to vote. It was all in one package. But 
I had no choice. I wanted to keep the 
Government going. 

When I raised that issue, it was not 
for the technical response, but I am 
just suggesting to my friend that it is 
in many ways taxation without rep-
resentation. In any event, if it does not 
rise to that level, it is close to that 
level. 

I wonder if my friend from Iowa has 
a comment, or my friend from West 
Virginia. 

Mr. HARKIN. I was trying to say—I 
will yield in just a second more—I 
think what is happening is that the 
foundation on which this Senate has 
been based is beginning to crumble. It 
is not all gone yet. But I was thinking, 
the Senate is like a foundation. If you 
pull one brick out, OK; it still holds. 
You pull another brick out—the foun-
dation is still strong. 

What is happening, I believe, and I 
say this in all candor, the majority 

side, for the last several years, has 
been pulling some bricks out of the 
foundation. They pulled one out and no 
one complained. They pulled another 
one out and nothing happened. What 
concerns me is that one feeds on an-
other. So if we take back the majority, 
do we then say we will take out an-
other brick? And then another brick? 
And then it bounces to the other side? 
Pretty soon the foundation crumbles 
and nobody can point to that first 
brick and when it was pulled out. 

That is what I see, a kind of insidious 
pulling out of the bricks of the founda-
tion of the Senate. Yet since things do 
happen, at the end of the year there is 
this big omnibus that is put together 
and people say: There you go, no big 
deal. But I predict pretty soon the 
foundation is going to start crumbling 
if we don’t stop pulling out the bricks. 

Mrs. BOXER. I agree with my friend. 
It is pretty distressing to see this hap-
pen to the Senate. 

Senator BYRD said the other day that 
many of us in this Chamber don’t know 
how the Senate is supposed to work be-
cause when we got here, those bricks 
had started to be pulled out of that 
foundation. I long for the days when I 
can tell my grandchildren or great 
grandchildren that I had a chance to 
serve in the greatest deliberative body 
of the land, and that even on a matter 
that perhaps only one or two Senators 
cared about, we had the unfettered 
right to express ourselves on behalf of 
the people we represent. 

As I stand here, I represent, with 
Senator FEINSTEIN, almost 34 million 
people. Imagine that, 34 million people. 
They have so many concerns, whether 
it is the cost of prescription drugs, that 
I know my friend from Iowa just made 
a brilliant speech on yesterday—and I 
hope he will continue that today— 
whether it is just the normal appro-
priations process under which they are 
able to meet their needs, the highways, 
the public buildings, all the things 
they need to keep going; making sure 
we have the water and the power to 
keep this incredible State going. We 
would be the eighth largest nation in 
the world. We count on the Senate to 
be able to address our needs. 

I am so grateful to the Senator from 
West Virginia for making this point be-
cause I think the people need to pay at-
tention. As my friend from Iowa has 
said, it may sound as if it is about 
rules and things that do not impact 
them. But it impacts them mightily 
because when I am muzzled by virtue of 
the fact we don’t get a chance to offer 
amendments—not that my voice is 
going to always carry the day, but at 
least their voice will be heard. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator from California 
yield briefly? 

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. BYRD. On what the distinguished 

Senator is saying, the difference be-
tween a lynching and a fair trial is 
process. 

Mr. President, I have to be away 
from the Senate for about an hour and 

a half. I have to meet with my wife of 
63 years, so I must leave the floor. 

I ask unanimous consent that no 
time be charged against my time, time 
that is under my control, unless that 
time is being used on the subject that 
is before the Senate. In other words, if 
no Senator is on the floor to speak on 
this subject, and he or she wishes to 
speak on some other subject, that he 
can get time but that it not be charged 
against the time on this matter. 

There are several Senators who wish 
to speak on this. But for the moment, 
I am going to take the liberty of yield-
ing control of time—oh, the minority 
whip is here; he will take care of that 
matter. He will be in control of time. I 
make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. As a 
Member of the Senate from the State 
of Colorado, I must object until I fully 
understand the implications of that re-
quest and have had a chance to check 
with leadership. 

Objection is heard. 
Mr. BYRD. OK. That is a reasonable 

request. 
I hope in the meantime, the distin-

guished Senator from Nevada, who is 
the distinguished minority whip, will 
be on the floor. I hope he will, and he 
will see to it that Senators will be rec-
ognized on time that was in the order 
for my control, if they are going to be 
recognized, and they not be recognized 
on that time unless they are speaking 
on this subject. 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield? 
Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. I spoke to the Senator 

from West Virginia yesterday. We have 
worked today to fill the time, talking 
about some of the things that would 
work better in this body about which 
the Senator has spoken already. Sen-
ator HARKIN is going to speak, and Sen-
ator BOXER. We have Senator KENNEDY 
coming here at noon. We have Senator 
MOYNIHAN coming at 12:30. Senator 
CONRAD is coming. We have a list of 
speakers and we will work very hard to 
fulfill the promise to the Senator from 
West Virginia. 

The last thing I say to the Senator 
from West Virginia, we were here ex-
cept we were working on the Interior 
conference. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, do I 
have some time remaining on my time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes remaining. 

Mrs. BOXER. What I would like to 
suggest to my assistant leader is, after 
I finish my 5 minutes, during which I 
would like to continue engaging in a 
little colloquy with my friend from 
Iowa, that he be recognized for 30 min-
utes. Is that acceptable to my friend? 

Mr. REID. The problem is we have 
gotten a little out of whack here this 
morning. I appreciate the patience of 
my friend from Iowa. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. Could I have 5 minutes 
then? 
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Mr. REID. What we will try to do is 

have Senator KENNEDY start a little 
later. He may be a little late anyway. 
Maybe you will not get your full half 
hour, but that will be known when the 
Senator from California gets finished. 
Then we go to Senator HARKIN, Senator 
KENNEDY, and Senator MOYNIHAN. 

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent, when I complete, Senator HARKIN 
have the floor up to 30 minutes, and if 
he has to be interrupted by Senator 
KENNEDY, he will end his remarks. 

Mr. REID. I think what we will do is 
have the Senator recognized for 10 min-
utes and if he needs more time he can 
ask for it. 

Mrs. BOXER. That will be my unani-
mous consent request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. BOXER. In this remaining 5 
minutes, I wanted to ask my friend 
from Iowa if he will stay on the floor 
because Senator KENNEDY, who is our 
leader on education issues, as we know, 
in terms of his position on ESEA, said 
it looks as though if we don’t reauthor-
ize the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act when the funding expires, 
which is this year—which is this year— 
it will be the first time since the 1960s, 
since 1965, that this bill will not have 
been reauthorized. 

What I want to ask my friend—I 
know he is going to take his time to 
talk about prescription drugs, and I am 
going to stay here for that. It seems to 
me, with both Presidential candidates 
out there talking about education, and 
with huge differences in the two posi-
tions; where you have George Bush 
supporting a voucher system to pull 
money out of the public schools into 
the private schools, and you have AL 
GORE saying he wants to do twice as 
much for education; in terms of budget 
authority, where you have Vice Presi-
dent GORE supporting putting 100,000 
new teachers in the classroom and 
George Bush opposing it; where you 
have our Vice President supporting 
school construction, and these are all 
initiatives that emanated from this 
side of the aisle with opposition on the 
other side. A fair debate. Whether or 
not we want to continue in the tradi-
tion of President Eisenhower, a Repub-
lican President who said, yes, the Fed-
eral Government should step in when 
there is a void, and that is why he 
signed the National Defense Education 
Act saying way back in the fifties—the 
happy days when I was growing up— 
that if you do not have an educated 
workforce, you can have the most pow-
erful military in the world and it will 
not matter. AL GORE wants to follow in 
that tradition, but we have the opposi-
tion saying the Federal Government 
should not have anything to do with it, 
block grant it, and who knows what 
will happen. 

Does my friend agree with me—I 
know he agrees with me; I would like 
him to talk about this—why is it so 
crucial we bring this education bill to 
the floor—and do it soon—and we allow 

this Senate to work its will on the 
issues that all of America cares about, 
whatever side one is on. Does he not 
agree this is a stunning departure from 
tradition and history since 1965? We sit 
here and there is nobody on the other 
side. We have the time to talk when we 
could be acting on the ESEA. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator for 
pointing this out. It is true, it is the 
first time since 1965 we have not reau-
thorized the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act. What the Fed-
eral Government has done since the 
adoption of that bill, since 1965, as the 
Senator knows, is we have filled in the 
gaps. 

Obviously, education still remains a 
local and State obligation, as we want 
it to be, but we recognized there were 
certain gaps. For example, disadvan-
taged students: We came up with the 
title I program to provide needed funds 
to States to help educate disadvan-
taged children in disadvantaged areas. 
I do not think there is a Governor any-
where in this country who does not 
like title I, or educators. Since we set 
up title I, it has done great things for 
our kids. That is at stake here. With-
out reauthorization, we cannot give 
guidance and funds to title I. 

The Individuals with Disabilities 
Education Act: for kids with disabil-
ities, is another example of what will 
slip through the cracks in terms of 
bringing us into the new century and 
addressing the new problems in edu-
cation. 

Teacher training is a very vital com-
ponent of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act to provide guid-
ance and, yes, support for teacher 
training, for example, in new tech-
nologies, such as closing the digital di-
vide. This is all part of that. This will 
all fall through the cracks. 

Because of the intransigence of the 
Republican majority in the Senate—we 
will fund it; I am sure we will get the 
appropriations bill through; we will 
fund it—we will not address the new 
problems in education which we need 
to address. We will still be answering 
the problems of 8 years ago and 10 
years ago rather than addressing new 
problems. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from California has ex-
pired. The Senator from Iowa now con-
trols the time. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I will be 
glad to continue the colloquy with the 
Senator. I yield to the Senator from 
California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I will be brief. My 
friend makes such an important point. 
In this fast moving, global economy we 
are in, everyone admits education is 
the key. If all we can do is fund old 
programs—by the way, they are good; 
we are not going to walk away from 
them—but if we cannot address the 
new challenges—and my friend men-
tions specifically the digital divide. 
Senator MIKULSKI and I have been 
working on a very good bill. We let 
thousands and thousands of foreign 

workers in here when we still have a 4- 
percent unemployment rate—by the 
way, the best in generations, but we do 
have people who need jobs—we do not 
have a shortage of workers, as Senator 
MIKULSKI says, we have a shortage of 
skills. 

My friend is so right to point out 
that when we do not authorize bills and 
we cannot look at the new solutions 
and the new challenges, we might as 
well be living in the last century. 

I thank my friend for yielding me ad-
ditional time. I look forward to his 
presentation on Medicare. I will sit 
here and listen to his wisdom on that 
and maybe he can answer a question or 
two as he goes about his presentation. 
I thank my friend. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I re-
spond in kind by thanking the Senator 
from California for pointing out again 
what is at stake because we are not al-
lowed to offer our amendments. The 
Senator from California has done a 
great service not only to the Senate, 
but to the country, in pointing out why 
so many people are disenfranchised in 
this country because they do not have 
a voice with which to speak here if we 
are blocked from offering our amend-
ments. I thank the Senator from Cali-
fornia for pointing that out. 

I want to talk about another issue we 
are, again, blocked from addressing in 
the Senate, and that is the issue of pre-
scription drugs for the elderly. Of all 
the issues out there that cry out for so-
lutions and intervention, this has to be 
No. 1 on our plate. Anyone who has 
gone to their State and talked with the 
elderly who are on Social Security, 
who are on Medicare, has heard heart-
rending story after heartrending story 
about how much our seniors are paying 
out of pocket for prescription drugs. 

Vice President GORE was in my home 
State of Iowa yesterday. There is a 
story that was running on the news 
programs and in the newspapers this 
morning about a 79-year-old woman. I 
do not know her. I have never met her, 
to the best of my knowledge. Winifred 
Skinner, 79 years old, from, I believe, 
the small town of Altoona—but I can-
not be certain about that—who showed 
up at a meeting with Vice President 
GORE and talked about how she goes 
along the streets and the roadways 
picking up aluminum cans because she 
can get payment for them. I think it is 
a nickel a can, if I am not mistaken. 
She collects these to make some 
money to help pay for her prescription 
drugs. 

This is a real person. It is not a 
phony person. This is a real person 
with real problems, and she needs some 
help. We have tried time and again to 
bring this legislation to the Senate 
floor to openly debate it. If other peo-
ple have other ideas, let’s debate them, 
have the votes, and let’s see what the 
Senate’s position will be, but we are 
precluded from doing so. 

Now we have an ad campaign put on 
by the Republican candidate for Presi-
dent, Gov. George Bush. This TV ad 
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campaign is being waged across the 
country to deceive and frighten seniors 
about the Medicare prescription drug 
benefit proposed by Senate Democrats 
and Vice President AL GORE. I thought 
I would take a few minutes today, as I 
will do every day we are in session, to 
set the record straight. 

First, we have to examine Bush’s 
‘‘Immediate Helping Hand.’’ That is 
what he calls it, ‘‘Immediate Helping 
Hand.’’ Quite simply, it is not imme-
diate and, secondly, it does not help. 

Is it immediate? No. The Bush pro-
posal for prescription drugs for the el-
derly requires all 50 States to pass 
some enabling or modifying legisla-
tion. Only 16 States right now have any 
drug benefit for seniors. Many State 
legislatures do not meet but every 2 
years, so we might have a 2-year lapse 
or 3-year or 4-year lapse in the Bush 
proposal. 

How do we know this? Our most re-
cent experience is with the CHIP pro-
gram, the State Children’s Health In-
surance Program. We passed it in 1997. 
It took Governor Bush’s home state of 
Texas over 2 years to implement the 
CHIP program. 

In addition, the States have said they 
do not want this block grant program. 
This is what the National Governors’ 
Association said, Republicans and 
Democrats, by the way: 

If Congress decides to expand prescription 
drug coverage to seniors, it should not shift 
that responsibility or its costs to the states. 
. . .’’ 

But that is exactly what the Bush 4- 
year program does. 

Again, keep in mind, the Bush pro-
posal on prescription drugs is a two- 
phased program. In the first 4 years, he 
delegates it to the States. As I pointed 
out, States do not even want to do it. 

Secondly, many legislatures do not 
meet for 2 years. 

Thirdly, talk about a ‘‘helping 
hand,’’ who gets helped under the Bush 
program? If your income is more than 
$14,600 a year, you are out—$14,600 a 
year, and you are out. 

What does that mean? It means many 
of the seniors will not qualify. The 
Bush plan will only cover 625,000 sen-
iors, less than 5 percent of those who 
need help. 

Again, under the Vice President’s 
proposal—and what we are sup-
porting—all you need is a Medicare 
card. If you have a Medicare card, you 
can voluntarily sign up for a drug ben-
efit, your doctor prescribes the drugs. 
You go to the pharmacy and you get 
your drugs. That is the end of it. That 
is all you have to show. 

If you are under the Bush program, 
you are going to have to take your in-
come tax return down, plus probably 
other paperwork to show your assets, 
to show that you have income of less 
than $14,600. 

Mrs. BOXER. Would my friend yield 
on this point for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. Yes. 
Mrs. BOXER. Because I think this is 

a stunning point that you have made 

and are amplifying on today. Out of the 
34 million senior citizens in this coun-
try who are covered under Medicare— 
not to mention the 5 million disabled; 
let’s throw that out for a moment be-
cause they would qualify for the Gore 
plan; let’s just focus on the 34 million— 
how many seniors are you saying, if ev-
erything went right in their States and 
they were able to get the enabling leg-
islation—they went to the welfare of-
fice, they got the stamp of approval—if 
it all went right, how many seniors are 
you estimating would be covered under 
the Bush plan? 

Mr. HARKIN. According to a recent 
study, if the experience of state phar-
macy assistance programs is any guide, 
of the 34 million, about 625,000—less 
than 5 percent of those eligible—would 
sign up for a low-income drug plan. 

Mrs. BOXER. Less than 700,000 peo-
ple. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is right. 
Mrs. BOXER. Under the first 4 years 

of the Bush plan, out of the 34 million 
seniors, this new benefit would go to 
less than 700,000 people. And those peo-
ple have to go through the welfare of-
fices. If there is no other reason to op-
pose it, there it is. It is a sham. It does 
not do much for hardly anybody. 

Mr. HARKIN. That is true. 
I thank the Senator from California 

for amplifying on that. Because Gov-
ernor Bush’s program is not Medicare; 
it is welfare. What seniors want is they 
want Medicare, they do not want wel-
fare. 

Look at the States. To sign up for 
Medicare, seniors fill out long, complex 
applications in 26 States. They must 
meet an extensive asset and income 
test in 41 States. And they have to sign 
up in the welfare office in 34 States. 
Maybe that is why only 55 percent of 
eligible seniors sign up for Medicaid 
compared to 98 percent who sign up for 
Medicare. 

That is what the Bush proposal would 
do: Send seniors to the local welfare of-
fice. Take your income tax returns 
down, take down other paperwork, fill 
it out, show them what your income 
and assets are, and then maybe— 
maybe—you will qualify. 

As I have said repeatedly, the seniors 
of this country want Medicare, they do 
not want welfare. The Bush plan would 
put them on welfare. Then, after the 4 
years—the first 4 years of the Bush 
block grant—then what does his pro-
posal do? His proposal turns it over to 
the HMOs. So it gets even worse. 

The long-term plan under Governor 
Bush is tied to privatizing Medicare, a 
move that would raise premiums and 
force seniors to join HMOs. Under the 
Bush drug plan, there would be radical 
changes in Medicare—radical changes. 
You would not recognize it today. 

Premiums for regular Medicare 
would increase 25 to 47 percent in the 
first year alone. Why is that? Why do 
we say that? Because once you turn it 
over to the HMOs and the insurance 
companies—which is what the Bush 
plan does—after the first 4 years, it 

shifts to universal coverage, but turns 
it over to the insurance companies. 

Obviously, the insurance companies 
are going to do what we call cherry 
pick. They are going to pick the 
healthiest seniors and give them a real-
ly good deal to join their insurance 
program. Who does that leave in Medi-
care? The oldest and the sickest. And 
to cover the Medicare costs, under leg-
islation we have that exists, their pre-
miums will go up 25 to 47 percent in the 
first year alone. That is shocking. 

But we have to understand that what 
the Bush proposal is for Medicare is the 
fulfillment of Newt Gingrich’s dream 
to let Medicare ‘‘wither on the vine.’’ 
Governor Bush supported that concept 
when Mr. Gingrich was Speaker of the 
House. Governor Bush’s proposal ful-
fills Newt Gingrich’s dream because by 
turning it over to the insurance compa-
nies, by privatizing Medicare, it would 
‘‘wither on the vine.’’ 

Governor Bush would leave seniors 
who need drug coverage at the mercy 
of HMOs. Listen. Under the Bush pro-
posal, who would decide what the pre-
miums are going to be? HMOs. Who 
would decide copayments? HMOs. Who 
would decide any deductibles? HMOs. 
Who would even decide the drugs that 
you can get? It would be the HMOs— 
not your doctor, not your pharmacist. 

Lastly, as someone who represents a 
rural State and who still lives in a 
town of 150 people, the Bush plan would 
leave rural Americans out in the cold. 
Thirty percent of our seniors live in 
areas with no HMOs. 

In Iowa, we have no Medicare HMOs. 
Listen to this. Only eight Iowa seniors, 
who happen to live near Sioux Falls, 
SD, belong to a Medicare HMO with a 
prescription drug benefit. Yet in Iowa, 
we have the highest proportion of the 
elderly over the age of 80 anywhere in 
the Nation. And only eight—count 
them—elderly, who happen to live near 
Sioux Falls, SD, belong to a Medicare 
HMO that has a prescription drug ben-
efit. 

Also, HMOs are dropping like flies 
out of rural areas. Almost a million 
Medicare beneficiaries lost their HMO 
coverage this year alone, mostly in 
rural areas. 

So, again, our seniors want Medicare. 
They do not want welfare. The Bush 
plan turns it over to the States for the 
first 4 years. Take your income tax re-
turns down, show how poor you are, 
maybe you will get help. 

The Bush plan for prescription drugs 
says, if you are rich, you are fine. If 
you are real poor, you are OK. But if 
you are in the middle class, you are 
going to pay for it both ways. 

Lastly, we have to talk about prior-
ities. The Bush priority is $1.6 trillion 
in tax breaks, almost 50 percent of 
which goes to the top 1 percent of the 
wealthiest people in this country. For 
prescription drugs for the elderly, he is 
proposing $158 billion over the next 10 
years. There you go. Those are the pri-
orities right there. 

So every day we are in session, I will 
take the floor to point out the fallacies 
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in Governor Bush’s proposal for pre-
scription drugs for the elderly, how it 
will put elderly first on the welfare 
rolls—they will have to be eligible for 
welfare—and then take their income 
tax returns down; and how, secondly, it 
will turn it over to the private insur-
ance companies, and it will destroy 
Medicare as we know it. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield? 
Mr. HARKIN. I will say one more 

time, what the seniors of this country 
want is they want Medicare; they do 
not want welfare. 

Mrs. BOXER. Will my friend yield for 
a question? 

I think the chart that you have be-
hind you is crucial for people to look 
at. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has used 15 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. May I have 5 more min-
utes? 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend from 
Iowa, of course you can have 5 more 
minutes. We have Senator LANDRIEU 
here to speak. And I would say, before 
yielding that time to my friend from 
Iowa, you have painted the picture so 
well that Senator BYRD started today. 
Because if we had the proper process 
around here, we would have been debat-
ing these issues a long time ago. 

Mr. HARKIN. Exactly. 
Mr. REID. So I yield 5 minutes to the 

Senator from Iowa. Following that, I 
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from 
Louisiana, Ms. LANDRIEU. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FITZ-
GERALD). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. HARKIN. I yield to the Senator 
from California. 

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my friends, and 
I thank the Senator from Louisiana for 
her patience. This is an important 
point that she made to me yesterday 
and to a number of my colleagues. 

I think the chart that is behind the 
Senator from Iowa tells a story all 
America has to see. This tax cut is so 
enormous, with such enormous tax 
breaks for those at the top—for exam-
ple, those over $350,000 will get back 
$50,000 a year compared to those at 
$30,000 who will get back a few hundred 
dollars—that it is impossible for Gov-
ernor Bush to do anything real for the 
American people that the American 
people want. 

I asked myself, why would it be that 
his prescription drug policy would only 
cover 5 percent of the seniors who need 
it. The easy answer: Even if he wanted 
to do more—and let’s say he does; I will 
give him that break—he can’t do more, 
because when you look at what he 
wants to do for the military and what 
he says he wants to do for education, 
and it goes on, it does not add up. So 
what happens to Governor Bush is that 
he has to take tiny little baby steps for 
things he thinks are important because 
he doesn’t have the resources because 
he is committed to this enormous tax 
break, instead of doing what AL GORE 
has done, which is to say: Yes, we will 
give tax breaks, but we will give them 

to the middle class. We will do it for 
people who need to send their kids to 
college by helping them with their tui-
tion. We will do it for people who need 
health care by making that deductible. 
We will do it for the people who are 
working hard every day, struggling and 
fighting to make ends meet. 

The last point I will make to my 
friend is a comment by the president of 
the Health Insurance Association of 
America, who said: 

Private drug-insurance policies are doomed 
from the start. 

That is the Bush plan. 
The idea sounds good but it cannot succeed 

in the real world. I don’t know of an insur-
ance company that would offer a drug-only 
policy like that or even consider it. 

This isn’t TOM HARKIN talking or 
HARRY REID talking or MARY LANDRIEU 
or BARBARA BOXER or ZELL MILLER. 
This is the head of the Insurance Asso-
ciation of America. 

I say to my friend, in closing the 
extra time he has, the chart behind 
him tells the story, and this quote tells 
the story. It is truly, unfortunately, a 
sham prescription drug plan. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Senator 
from California. She is absolutely 
right. Forty-three percent of these tax 
breaks go to the top 1 percent, who 
have an average income of over $915,000 
a year. This is where Governor Bush’s 
tax breaks go. Yet Winifred Skinner— 
age 69, in my home State of Iowa—has 
to go around the streets and the roads 
and pick up aluminum cans so she can 
pay for her prescription drugs. I think 
that says it all. 

I thank the Senator from California. 
I thank the Senator for yielding me the 
time and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana is recognized. 

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I join 
my colleague from California and my 
colleague from Iowa in their remarks 
and thank our colleague from Iowa for 
spending the time to point out the im-
portant differences in the approaches 
as we get closer to this election. It is 
something the American people in our 
democracy will ultimately decide. I 
thank him. 

I also point out to my colleague from 
California that not only would we not 
be able to afford the right kind of pre-
scription drug plan for America be-
cause of the huge tax cut proposal that 
the Governor of Texas has proposed, we 
would not be able to give the military 
the added investments that it may or 
may not need. We may be debating 
that, but the generals appeared yester-
day to describe how they needed some 
increase in investments in the military 
in certain ways and we need to mod-
ernize and streamline and save money 
where we can. But there are clearly 
some areas where we will not even be 
able to do that, if the proposed tax cut 
plan is in effect. We won’t be able to 
provide the kind of Medicare coverage 
we need, and we will not be able to 
strengthen our military in the ways 
that we perhaps need to as we restruc-
ture and reshape. 

Mr. President, our senior Senator 
from West Virginia has made a very 
important point. He has urged all of us 
in this Chamber to pay attention to a 
very important concept in our Con-
stitution that is in the process of being 
violated. This affects Louisiana and 
States such as ours. Twenty-three are 
listed on this chart, as the Senator 
pointed out. 

No one brings a deeper understanding 
of the constitutional prerogatives and 
responsibilities of this body than does 
Senator BYRD, our esteemed colleague 
from West Virginia. I also know that 
he is intimately familiar with the 
writings of John Jay in one of the most 
cherished pieces of prose regarding our 
democracy, the Federalist Papers. In 
Federalist No. 64, he writes: 

As all the States are equally represented in 
the Senate, and by men the most able and 
most willing to promote the interests of 
their constituents, they will all have an 
equal degree of influence in that body, espe-
cially while they continue to be careful in 
appointing proper persons, and to insist on 
their punctual attendance. 

Although I agree with this, I don’t 
know if our Founding Fathers ever 
thought there would be a day where 
there were women in the Senate, but 
obviously this quote would apply so 
that men and women in the Senate 
would have equal opportunity to rep-
resent their States. 

When we follow these rules, as we can 
see, our Founding Fathers intended 
this body to represent the great States 
of our Union equally. Sadly, after years 
of hearing of the importance of fed-
eralism, the Senate is proceeding down 
a course that makes a mockery of this 
ideal. 

I represent one of the 20 States with-
out a member on the Appropriations 
Committee in either Chamber. Cur-
rently there is no one from Louisiana 
on the Appropriations Committee in 
the House or in the Senate. The only 
protection a State such as mine—one 
of the earliest additions to the Union, 
I might add—has is the power and proc-
ess of this Chamber. That power and 
that process is being jeopardized. 

When the Senate leadership attempts 
to short-circuit that process, they 
trample on the rights of States and un-
dermine our very constitutional struc-
ture. 

This Senator will be asked to vote, I 
am certain, on an enormous bill that I 
could not possibly have read, that has 
never passed out of this body, and 
which I will have no opportunity to 
amend. 

Let me say it again. The people in 
Louisiana, and these 23 States on this 
chart, will have no opportunity to 
amend this final bill that is going to be 
before us shortly. Our rules were writ-
ten to give life to the intentions of our 
Founding Fathers that we have the op-
portunity to deliberate and amend any 
measure offered in this body. When we 
follow those rules, all States are truly 
equal—the most populous and pros-
perous, as well as the smallest and 
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most in need. That is what our Con-
stitution contemplated, but that is not 
what we are living out today. 

A measure very important to my 
State, as many of you know, is the 
Conservation and Reinvestment Act. I 
am concerned by virtue of the process 
we are following that this critical leg-
islation, despite the support of 63 Sen-
ators, will not be debated on the Sen-
ate floor. That potential reality is un-
fair to Louisiana; it is unjust to the 4.5 
million people who live in my State. It 
is certainly not what John Jay, one of 
our founders, had in mind 200 years 
ago. 

I think it is important to warn my 
colleagues now that this Senator in-
tends to defend her State’s place in 
this body. I thank my friend from West 
Virginia. I salute him for his ongoing 
leadership in this cause, and I look for-
ward to helping him return this body 
to its appropriate place in the constitu-
tional order. So whether we are debat-
ing Medicare or our military or the en-
vironment and the Conservation and 
Reinvestment Act, I hope that the peo-
ple of my State can truly be rep-
resented in that process. That is why 
they elected me and I plan to defend 
that right. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, Senator 
BYRD has asked that I allocate the 
time that is remaining under the origi-
nal time given him under the unani-
mous consent agreement. 

The Democratic leader will be out in 
a few minutes to take half an hour. 
When he completes his statement, Sen-
ator KENNEDY will follow for half an 
hour. When he completes his statement 
at about 1:30, Senator CONRAD will be 
here to speak for half an hour. Fol-
lowing that, Senator DORGAN will be 
here for half an hour. Following that, 
Senator JOHNSON will be here to speak 
for 10 minutes. Senator DURBIN will 
come at approximately 2:40 to speak 
for about a half hour. Senator KOHL 
will speak around 3 or 3:10. At that 
time, most of the time will be gone. 
Senator BYRD will have the remaining 
time. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Democratic Leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-

pliment the Senator from California 
and the Senator from Iowa for their ex-
traordinary colloquy this afternoon on 
prescription drugs. There is so much 
confusion, unfortunately, on the issue, 
largely generated intentionally by the 
other side, hoping to confuse people, 
obfuscate the question, and confuse the 
issue. The Senators from California 
and Iowa have, with great clarity, rede-
fined it and redescribed it. I hope my 
colleagues, if they did not have the 

chance to hear them, will read it in the 
RECORD tomorrow. It was really an ex-
traordinary contribution. I am grateful 
to them. 

Also, I am grateful to the distin-
guished senior Senator from West Vir-
ginia for allocating this time. I think 
it is very important that we have an 
opportunity to talk about how it is 
that we got here. I want to devote my 
comments to the question of how we 
got here, and I will talk about two 
things. 

First, I want to talk about how we 
got here in the larger context of Senate 
rules and Senate procedure and the 
practice of the majority under the 
rules and Senate procedure. And then I 
want to talk a little bit about the 
schedule itself and how it is we got 
here, with only two days remaining in 
the fiscal year, and so much work still 
incomplete. 

I think it is very important for us to 
understand that, procedurally, we have 
seen the disintegration of this institu-
tion in so many ways. I have come to 
the floor on other occasions to talk 
about this disintegration. I think this 
is important for newer Senators to un-
derstand. I see the extraordinarily able 
new Member from Georgia, a Senator 
who has just joined us, Mr. MILLER. I 
worry about the Senator ‘‘Millers’’ and 
about the Senator ‘‘Fitzgeralds,’’ our 
current Presiding Officer. I worry 
about those who may not have under-
stood what the Senate institution 
looked like as an institution years ago. 

The controversy that we are facing is 
not about procedural niceties. The 
right to debate and the right to amend 
are fundamental rights to every Sen-
ator as he or she joins us in this Cham-
ber. Without those features, those 
abilities, we diminish substantially the 
nature of the office of Senator, the in-
stitution of the Senate, and indeed the 
reason why Senators come here in the 
first place. 

Obviously, we are here to debate the 
great issues of the day. But how does 
one do it if we are relegated to press 
conferences or other forums that force 
us to talk about those matters off the 
floor? This Chamber has been called 
the most deliberative body in the 
world. Yet I worry about how little we 
have actually deliberated this year. 
And because we have not deliberated, 
the Senate as an institution has suf-
fered. 

Unfortunately, over the last few 
years, I believe the Senate has changed 
dramatically. We have been denied the 
opportunity to offer amendments, as 
we are right now on the pending legis-
lation, the so-called H–1B bill. In the 
entire 106th Congress, we have had only 
a handful of opportunities where Sen-
ators were given their prerogative, 
given their fundamental right as a Sen-
ator, to do what they came here to do: 
to represent their constituents through 
active participant in the legislative 
process here on the floor of the United 
States Senate. 

There has been an extraordinary 
abuse of cloture. Over one-fourth of all 

the cloture votes in history—over 25 
percent—have been cast since 1995. 

Twenty-five percent of all the cloture 
votes in history have been cast in the 
last four years. That is one figure I 
hope people will remember. 

The other one which I think is crit-
ical is that we have had more cloture 
votes in 1999 than any other year in 
history. We broke a record there as 
well. 

Under the majority leader’s ap-
proach, we have also had the most 
first-day cloture filings ever. We have 
never had this many cloture filings on 
the first day. 

This is a motion to invoke cloture. 
This is what it says. They are all the 
same. It is a stock statement. 

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing amendment—in this case the marriage 
tax penalty bill. 

The key phrase is the one we have 
outlined in yellow: ‘‘To bring to a close 
debate.’’ 

I ask anybody who is even a casual 
observer of debate: How can you close 
debate before it has even started? But 
that is what we are doing. A bill is 
filed. Amendments are filed to the bill 
in order to close the parliamentary 
tree. That denies us the opportunity to 
offer amendments. Then cloture is filed 
so we can bring to a closure debate 
that hasn’t even begun. 

We have done that more in 1999—of 
course we don’t know about 2000 yet— 
than in any other year in our history. 
Of all the cloture votes together, over 
all of these years, 25 percent of them 
were in just the last 4. 

Under previous leaders, we filed clo-
ture, of course. There were some great 
debates about many issues in the past 
that went on for days and weeks and 
even months. People would be here 24 
hours a day. The debates would go on, 
and a majority leader would be com-
pelled to file cloture to bring the de-
bate to a close. Why? Because they had 
been debating it. That is what they 
were supposed to do. That is why clo-
ture is supposed to be filed. Yet now we 
find ourselves voting on cloture before 
we have had even the first hour or the 
first 5 minutes of debate. 

We are also rewriting the rules on 
amendments themselves. Recently, we 
outlawed nongermane sense-of-the- 
Senate amendments to appropriations 
bills. We can’t do that anymore. 

The number of amendments have also 
been grossly restricted. I have never 
seen, as I have this year, the overly re-
strictive way with which we have ap-
proached virtually every single bill. 

Take the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, the bill we took up ear-
lier this year. An average of 39 amend-
ments have been offered to ESEA reau-
thorization bill over the last 25 years— 
39 amendments. Yet this year, only 
four Democratic amendments to the 
ESEA bill were permitted before the 
bill was pulled. That’s right: histori-
cally, there were an average of 39 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:39 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00014 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S28SE0.REC S28SE0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9419 September 28, 2000 
amendments to ESEA bills. This year, 
Democrats offered four amendments, 
and the bill was gone. We are told we 
don’t have time to complete the bill. 
We are told the Democrats shouldn’t 
even think about offering all of these 
amendments. We are told that bills 
should be passed with no amendments 
at all, or if we must offer amendments, 
they must meet the strict definition of 
‘‘relevant″ used by the parliamen-
tarian. 

The interesting thing is, nonrelevant 
amendments have been considered OK 
for the Republican Party in the past. I 
have a chart that shows some of the ex-
amples of non-relevant amendments of-
fered when the Republicans were in the 
minority, and even in some cases when 
they were in the majority. 

We had a juvenile justice bill that 
came up in 1999. The majority leader 
saw fit to offer a ‘‘prayer at school me-
morial services’’ amendment to a juve-
nile justice bill. That was OK. 

We had a Commerce-Justice appro-
priations bill 2 years ago. It was OK to 
offer a sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
on Social Security at that time. 

We had a supplemental appropria-
tions bill. This was when the Repub-
licans were in the minority, and the 
Senator from Delaware, now chairman 
of the Finance Committee, Senator 
ROTH, certainly didn’t see anything 
wrong with offering a tax cut amend-
ment to that bill. Evidently, that was 
OK, too. 

Yet now Republicans are saying: 
Democrats don’t have a right to offer 
nonrelevant amendments, nongermane 
amendments. We can, but you can’t. 

I don’t understand that logic. I don’t 
understand how in 1993 when they were 
in the minority the senior Senator 
from North Carolina saw fit to offer a 
patent for the Daughters of the Confed-
eracy amendment to the community 
service bill. 

I don’t see how we could have a Lith-
uanian independence amendment to 
the Clean Air Act. I want clean air in 
Lithuania, but I have to tell you this 
had nothing to do with clean air in 
Lithuania. This wasn’t relevant. This 
wasn’t germane. 

There is a double standard here. I 
hope people understand our frustration 
as they watch the action and hear the 
words. 

We have also trivialized Senate- 
House conferences over the last several 
years. The scope of the conference rule 
was repealed. Now conference reports 
can include anything and everything— 
even measures that were never in-
cluded in either House. 

That is all part of what got us to the 
problem we are in now with appropria-
tions. All of this, I might say, goes 
back to the concern the senior Senator 
from West Virginia shared as he talked 
about the procedures and the break-
down of the institution. When we re-
peal the scope of conference rule that 
said things had to be in either the 
House or Senate bill before they could 
be considered in conference, when we 

repealed that, we opened up, as our 
Senator from New Mexico likes to call 
it, a ‘‘box of Pandoras’’—a real box of 
Pandoras. 

We now have sham conferences. It is 
almost like a huge U-Haul truck is 
pulled right up to the front door. We 
just lob everything in there and drive 
it on down to the White House. Nobody 
knows what is in that big box of Pan-
doras. It is put into that truck, hauled 
down to the White House, the Presi-
dent signs it, and it becomes law. 

It is getting worse and worse. Now we 
find our Republican colleagues want to 
take what happened in a sub-
committee, where maybe a handful of 
people know anything about it, bypass 
this Chamber entirely, go into a con-
ference, load up that truck, and take it 
down to the White House. That is why 
we said no last week. That is why we 
said you can’t marry these bills that 
have had no consideration on the Sen-
ate floor—sham conferences. 

I know why we are doing this. In fact, 
our colleagues on the other side have 
been very candid about it, both pri-
vately and publicly. They have said: 
We don’t want to have to vote on these 
tough issues. We have a lot of vulner-
able incumbents. We are not going to 
allow these amendments if they are 
going to be problematic. 

I am sorry if someone is inconven-
ienced. We have had to do that for 
years. Casting votes is what being a 
Senator is all about. If you oppose a 
measure, then table an amendment, 
offer a second degree, offer an alter-
native. 

There has to be a way of doing it 
other than gagging this institution. 
Forcing cloture votes against imagined 
filibusters in order to cast blame just 
doesn’t work. 

There are those on the other side who 
have said we shouldn’t have to spend 
more than a couple of days on any one 
of these bills. We should be able to get 
these things done within 24 to 48 hours. 
Why should they take so long? My an-
swer is because this is the Senate. I 
will get into days in just a minute. We 
have the days. 

We have ways with which to ensure 
we can have a good debate. We can 
work Mondays and Fridays. We can 
work after 6. We could do a lot of 
things to ensure that the days are 
there. Some of the very finest pieces of 
legislation ever to pass the Congress 
took more than a couple of days. Bills 
sometimes take longer. They are com-
plicated. 

The majority keeps asking for co-
operation. But I think what they truly 
mean is capitulation. 

All Senators should be free to debate 
an amendment. We shouldn’t have to 
face these artificial relevancy require-
ments. Important bills should have 
their time on the floor. We ought to 
have good, rigorous debates. We ought 
to be able to offer amendments. Let’s 
agree to disagree and let’s vote and 
move on. We did that in 1994 with a 
piece of legislation from which we still 
benefit today. 

Every crime statistic is down in 
America today, every single one. Do 
you know why that is? That is in part 
because we passed the COPS Program, 
the community police program. That is 
because we have provided resources to 
police officers in ways they didn’t have 
earlier in the decade. Another reason is 
that we passed an awfully good crime 
bill in 1994, the last year Democrats 
were in the majority. 

Do you know how long it took? We 
spent 2 weeks on that crime bill. We 
had 92 amendments which were pro-
posed, 86 amendments adopted, over 20 
rollcall votes. That is the way the Sen-
ate is supposed to work—a good, rig-
orous debate, and ultimately a product 
that enjoyed, in this case, broad bipar-
tisan support. Why? Because it was a 
good piece of legislation. Why? Because 
everybody had their say. Why? Because 
it was probably an improved product 
over what it was when it was first in-
troduced. 

That ought to be the model. I don’t 
think there was a cloture motion filed 
in that entire debate. We didn’t fill any 
trees. We didn’t say, we have to get 
this done in 2 days. We didn’t say, we 
don’t have time. We said, we are going 
to do it and we are going to do it right. 
And we did it right. And 6 years later, 
we still benefit. 

We are prepared to work with our 
colleagues on the other side. We only 
hope they share the deeply held view 
about commitment to the institution, 
about commitment to the rights of 
each Senator, about an understanding 
of the responsibility for the legacy of 
this institution for future Senators and 
for all of this country as we consider 
the fragile nature of democracy itself. 

I said there were two items. The first 
was procedural; the second is schedule. 
The majority later said last year: 

We were out of town two months and our 
approval rating went up 11 points. I think 
I’ve got this thing figured out. 

They are sure acting as if they have 
it figured out. If they were motivated 
to be out, so their points went up, they 
have shown it by the schedule. 

This is the schedule for the year. All 
those red days are days we are not in 
session. All the blue days are the days 
we are in session. Look at all those red 
days. Yet we are told: We don’t have 
time. We don’t have time to take up 
appropriations bills. We don’t have 
time to take up amendments. We don’t 
have time to take up a legislative 
agenda. 

We don’t have time? Maybe it is be-
cause there is a little more red than 
there ought to be. The number of days 
we are scheduled to be in session in the 
year 2000 is shown: 115. That is the 
number of days in session in the year 
2000. Keep in mind, there are 365 days 
in the year, yet all we could find time 
for were 115 out of that 365. As it hap-
pens, this is the shortest session of the 
Senate in half a century—since 1956. In 
fact, this year’s schedule is only two 
days longer that the infamous do-noth-
ing Congress of 1948. 
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The number of days with no votes in 

the year 2000, out of that 115: 34. We 
will be in session for 115 days in session 
out of 365 days, but we have lopped off 
a third of those days. On 34 of the 115 
days, we have had no votes at all. 

But there is no time. 
The number of days on Mondays with 

votes in the year is shown. Out of all 
the Mondays in this year, we have only 
had three where we have had votes— 
three Mondays. 

On how many Fridays of this year 
2000 did we have votes? Six. We did a 
little bit better on Fridays than Mon-
days. Three Mondays with votes; six 
Fridays with votes. 

Mondays with votes in September? 
There it is: One. 

No time for appropriations bills. No 
time for all of the issues Democrats 
wanted to take up. Yet on only 1 Mon-
day in the month of September did we 
have votes. 

On Fridays in September, we didn’t 
do quite as well. I don’t know how we 
explain no votes on Fridays in Sep-
tember when we have all this work, 
knowing we will bump up against the 
end of the fiscal year at the end of this 
month. Imagine not having votes on 
Mondays or Fridays, knowing we have 
11 appropriations bills that are yet to 
be completed. 

Appropriations bills completed to 
date? Only two. We are dealing here 
with numbers most people understand: 
1’s and 2’s. 

We have done a little calculating be-
cause now we are getting into more ad-
vanced arithmetic. I said we have been 
using 1’s and 2’s and 0’s. We used our 
calculator to decide how long it would 
take at this rate to complete the work 
on the remaining 11 appropriations 
bills, and now we are into triple digits: 
572 days to complete work on the 11 ap-
propriations bills on this schedule. 

Finally, there is one more calcula-
tion. I am sure people are trying to fig-
ure that out. If you take the 572 and 
project it out, I promise we will be fin-
ished by April 16 of the year 2002. That 
is when we finish our work on the ap-
propriations bills using the schedule we 
have adopted in the year 2000: 4/16/02— 
April 16, 2002. So mark that in your cal-
endars, folks. That is likely to be the 
year, the month, and the day that we 
finish our bills using the schedule we 
have employed this year. 

Someone once said, 90 percent of suc-
cess is just showing up. Maybe that is 
our problem. We aren’t showing up. 
Maybe we ought to show up a little bit 
more. Maybe we ought to work on 
Mondays and Fridays. Maybe we ought 
to work a little bit longer after 6 
o’clock. Ninety percent of success is 
just showing up. Maybe we can be a lit-
tle more successful. When we show up, 
maybe we ought to remember why we 
are here. Maybe we ought to remember 
the prerogatives of every Senator. 
Maybe we ought to call back the gold-
en days when Senators debated pro-
foundly on the issues of the day. 

Open this drawer: Lyndon Baines 
Johnson sat at this desk, Mike Mans-

field sat at this desk, Joe Robinson sat 
at this desk, ROBERT C. BYRD sat at 
this desk. George Mitchell sat at this 
desk. I don’t know how I would explain 
to my predecessors what has happened 
to the Senate this year. That is why 
the same ROBERT C. BYRD came to the 
floor this morning. Listen to ROBERT C. 
BYRD. Listen to George Mitchell. Go 
back in the RECORD and listen to Lyn-
don Baines Johnson, listen to Joe Rob-
inson, and remember what Mike Mans-
field said. 

Let’s call back the glory of this insti-
tution. Let’s remember why we are 
here, and we can then all be proud. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ex-

press my appreciation for the Demo-
cratic leader’s excellent statement and 
comment. 

I was listening particularly to the 
wrap-up and recalling a number of the 
majority leaders with whom I had the 
good opportunity to serve bringing into 
real relief how at that time we did have 
the engagement of the issues and the 
resolution of questions of public policy. 

That was the time-honored tradition 
of this body. It hails back to the time 
of the Constitutional Convention and 
our Founding Fathers and what they 
believed we ought to be about. 

I hope his words will be taken to 
heart by our colleagues as welcoming 
into these final days of this session. 

We are now in the final days of this 
session. This afternoon, we will mark 
the end of the current fiscal year by 
passing a bill—a continuing resolu-
tion—that acknowledges that Congress 
was unable to complete its work. So 
now we’re going to put government 
funding on auto-pilot while our Repub-
lican friends figure out what to do. 

We started this year—the first of the 
new millennium—with great hope. We 
were going to pass new laws to meet 
the urgent needs of families across 
America—to improve health care and 
education, and provide jobs for working 
families. The question is, did American 
taxpayers get their money’s worth? 

So far in this first year of the new 
millennium, we have enacted: 27 laws 
naming new federal buildings; 7 laws 
granting awards to individuals; 3 tech-
nical corrections to existing laws; 4 
laws establishing small foreign assist-
ance projects; 4 commemoratives, and 2 
laws establishing new commissions. 

We found time in our busy schedules 
to pass a sense of Congress resolution 
calling for democracy in a Latin Amer-
ican country. We relocated people from 
one South Pacific atoll to another. We 
encouraged the development of meth-
ane hydrate resources. We allowed the 
Interior Department to collect new fees 
for films made in our parks. We elimi-
nated unfair practices in the boxing in-
dustry. We renamed the Washington 
Opera as the National Opera. We passed 
a new law providing assistance to 
neotropical migratory birds. 

I have no doubt that each of these 
laws was necessary. But nowhere on 

the list did we pass the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act to strength-
en the nation’s public schools. Nowhere 
on this list is the Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. Nowhere do we find a Medicare 
prescription drug benefit for senior 
citizens. Nowhere is a long-overdue in-
crease in the minimum wage. Nowhere 
does Congress strengthen our laws 
against hate crimes. Nowhere on the 
list are new gun laws to keep our 
schools and communities safe. 

If ever a ‘‘Do-Nothing’’ label fit a 
Congress, it fits this ‘‘Do-Nothing’’ Re-
publican Congress. 

Our country as a whole is enjoying an 
unprecedented period of prosperity— 
the longest period of economic growth 
in our nation’s history. But for mil-
lions of Americans, it is someone else’s 
prosperity. Working 40 hours a week, 52 
weeks a year, a person earning the 
minimum wage earns only $10,700 a 
year—$3,400 below the poverty line for 
a family of three. 

Over the past three decades, the ex-
traordinary benefits of our record pros-
perity have been flagrantly skewed in 
favor of the wealthiest members of so-
ciety. We are pleased with the Census 
Bureau Report this week showing that 
the poverty rate dropped to its lowest 
level since 1979. Yet, poverty has al-
most doubled among full-time, year- 
round workers since the late 1970s— 
from about 1.5 million to almost 3 mil-
lion by 1998, according to a June 2000 
Conference Board report. 

Today, the top one percent of house-
holds have more wealth than the entire 
bottom 95 percent combined. 

Yet, despite this historic period of 
economic growth, minimum wage 
workers are not able to afford adequate 
housing. The National Low Income 
Housing Coalition recently found that 
the current minimum wage fails to pro-
vide the income necessary to afford a 
two bedroom apartment in any area of 
this country. 

Often, workers are putting in longer 
hours on the job, and more family 
members are working. A study released 
by the Economic Policy Institute this 
month shows that in 1998, lower income 
families are working 379 more hours a 
year than they were in 1979. 

The increase in working hours for Af-
rican American and Hispanic families 
is even more dramatic. Middle-class Af-
rican American families work an aver-
age of 9.4 hours more per week than 
their white counterparts. Hispanic 
families work five hours a week more 
than whites at every income level. 

Parents are spending less and less 
time with their families—22 hours less 
a week than they did 30 years ago, ac-
cording to a study last year by the 
Council of Economic Advisers. Serious 
health and safety problems result when 
employees are forced to work long 
hours. A recent front page article in 
the New York Times told the story of 
Brent Churchill, a power lineman, who 
died in an on-the-job accident after 
working two and a half days on a total 
of 5 hours of sleep. 
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There are signs that at least House 

Republicans are finally coming around 
to our way of thinking. They have of-
fered the President a plan to raise the 
minimum wage. This positive develop-
ment gives us real hope that we can 
raise the pay of the lowest paid work-
ers before we adjourn. But we cannot 
misuse an increase in the minimum 
wage as an excuse to cut workers’ over-
time pay, as the GOP proposes. The 
overtime pay provisions of the Fair 
Labor Standards Act have been in 
place for over 60 years, and they pro-
tect the rights of 73 million Americans. 

Republicans also want to use any 
minimum wage legislation as a vehicle 
to repeal protections from millions of 
Americans who work hard as inside 
salespeople, funeral directors, embalm-
ers, and computer technicians. These 
changes would punish these workers 
for advances in technology that have 
made businesses more efficient. They 
would take away basic protections 
from precisely those occupations where 
long hours are most at issue. 

The Republican proposal also freezes 
the guaranteed cash wage for waiters 
and waitresses, and other tip employ-
ees. These men and women are usually 
among the lowest paid workers and 
often struggle to make ends meet. 

Finally, the tax breaks in the Repub-
lican proposal are not reasonable. They 
total $76 billion over ten years, com-
pared to the $21 billion tax cut that 
was included in the last minimum wage 
law that was enacted in 1996. 

Congress is quick to find time to vote 
to increase their own salaries. The in-
crease now pending would mean a raise 
of over $4,000 a year. Yet, we have not 
found the time to pass an increase in 
the minimum wage to benefit hard- 
working, low-income Americans at the 
bottom of the economic ladder. Each 
day we fail to act, families across the 
country fall farther behind. The dollar 
increase we propose now should have 
gone into effect in January 1999. Since 
then, minimum wage workers have lost 
over $3,000 due to the inaction of Con-
gress. 

The American people overwhelm-
ingly support raising the minimum 
wage. They agree that work should 
pay, and that the men and women who 
work hard to earn the minimum wage 
should be able to afford clothing for 
their children and food on their tables. 

Minimum wage workers should not 
be forced to wait any longer for the fair 
increase they deserve. We have bipar-
tisan support for this increase and we 
are not going to go away or back down. 
No one who works for a living should 
have to live in poverty. 

Mr. President, these charts depict 
parents working harder. This charts 
the hours worked by families with chil-
dren in the bottom 40 percent of in-
come. It is a comparison of the percent 
of increase in hours worked from 1979 
to 1998. This 13.8 percent represents an 
average increase of 379 hours of work a 
year, compared to hours worked in 
1979. It is just slightly less for white 

full-time workers. What we are finding 
out for Hispanics is it is 5 hours more 
a week than for white workers, and for 
African Americans it is 9 hours more. 
For white workers you have a 337 hour 
increase, and you almost double that 
for African American workers. 

Let’s see what that has meant in 
terms of where they rate in America in 
terms of the distribution of income. 
The bottom fifth of families have de-
clined by 15 percent, even though they 
are working close to 400 hours a year 
longer than they were working 20 years 
ago. They have fallen behind, about a 
15 percent decline in their living. For 
the middle fifth it is about a 12 percent 
advantage, and the top fifth, a 73 per-
cent advantage. 

If you took a chart—I will explain 
this on the next presentation—and di-
vide the total workforce in fifths, from 
1948 to 1975, you would find them vir-
tually all identical. All of America 
moved together during those years. In 
the immediate period after World War 
II, all America moved together. 

As a result of hard work and inge-
nuity, individuals who were successful 
experienced enhanced prosperity, 
which is fine. But all Americans who 
were prepared to work moved along to-
gether. Now we are seeing this extraor-
dinary skewing at lower incomes of 
people working harder and harder and 
falling further and further behind. 

This is another chart which indicates 
the purchasing value of the minimum 
wage is gradually declining. The pov-
erty line is increasing which results in 
more and more American workers 
working harder and longer and falling 
into poverty, with all the implications 
for themselves and their families. 

This next chart is extraordinary. It 
shows the expansion of productivity. 
We have heard we cannot increase the 
minimum wage because we have lost 
our edge in productivity. One can see 
from this chart the explosion in pro-
ductivity. The blue line is a decline in 
real wages. 

Historically, wages used to keep pace 
with the increase in productivity be-
cause that affects the actual cost to 
the employer. If the employees are 
going to be more productive, they 
ought to participate in the benefits of 
increasing profits and increasing pro-
ductivity. But that is not happening, 
and it is not happening among the low- 
income workers. 

This next chart shows the purchasing 
power again. In 1968, it was $7.66; it is 
now $5.15. Without an increase, it will 
fall to $4.90, the lowest in the history 
of the purchasing power of the min-
imum wage. At a time of the greatest 
economic prosperity of any country in 
the world, the income of those individ-
uals who are working 40 hours a week, 
52 weeks of the year is the lowest it has 
been in the history of the purchasing 
power of the minimum wage. That is 
absolutely crazy. 

We have been denied an opportunity 
to vote on this issue. Why don’t we 
vote on it and see how the Members 

feel about it? Why don’t we just go 
ahead and take the vote? But, no, we 
are denied that opportunity. It is unac-
ceptable that we are leaving here with-
out doing so. That is one part of the 
unfinished business our leader, Senator 
DASCHLE, talked about. 

The Glenn Commission Report on 
Math and Science Teaching released 
yesterday is a clear call to action to do 
more to put qualified math and science 
teachers in the Nation’s classrooms. 

As the commission emphasized, we 
need greater investments in math and 
science at every level. This commission 
is made up of distinguished educators, 
public officials, school administrators, 
school boards, local personnel, State 
national directors, and chaired by our 
good friend and colleague, Senator 
John Glenn, who spent such a great 
deal of time in service in the Senate fo-
cusing on and giving life to the issues 
of math and science training. He pro-
vided great leadership. We are very 
much in his debt for that effort. Now 
for the last 2 years, he has chaired a 
very outstanding commission, and they 
made their recommendations yester-
day. 

As the commission emphasized, we 
need greater investments in math and 
science at every level—federal, state, 
and local—to significantly increase the 
number of math and science teachers 
and improve the quality of their prepa-
ration. 

We have made some significant 
progress in recent years, but we cannot 
afford to be complacent. In our increas-
ingly high-tech economy, high school 
graduates need strong math and ana-
lytical skills in order to be competitive 
in the workplace. In addition, schools 
face record-high enrollments that will 
continue to rise, and they also face se-
rious teacher shortages. 

Recruiting, training, and retaining 
high-quality teachers, particularly 
math and science teachers, deserve 
higher priority on our education agen-
da in Congress. We should do all we can 
to see that schools have the Federal 
support they deserve. The need is espe-
cially urgent in schools that serve dis-
advantaged students. 

The commission’s timely report gives 
us new bipartisan momentum to ad-
dress these fundamental issues more ef-
fectively. 

The report calls for a $3.1 billion in-
vestment a year by the federal govern-
ment for recruiting, mentoring, and 
training teachers—with most of it for 
professional development activities. 
The question is, how fast can Congress 
respond? Can we act this year, or will 
we lose another year? 

I propose that in the fiscal year 2001 
appropriations, we make a down pay-
ment on the Glenn Commission rec-
ommendation investing $1 billion in 
teacher quality programs, including 
Title II of the Higher Education Act, 
and the Eisenhower Professional Devel-
opment Program, which makes math 
and science a priority. 

Math and science appropriations is 
about $335 million. It is in place. It has 
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the confidence of educators. It is fo-
cused on math and science. We can 
take the initiative to enhance that pro-
gram, following the Glenn rec-
ommendations. We can do that as our 
appropriators are meeting with the ad-
ministration in these last 2 weeks. 

Title II of HEA is vastly underfunded 
this year at $98 million and the Eisen-
hower Program is vastly underfunded 
at $335 million. 

By committing $1 billion now, for the 
coming year, we will be making a need-
ed down payment toward meeting the 
Nation’s teaching needs. 

No classroom is any better than the 
teacher in it. The Glenn Commission 
report is our chance in Congress to 
tackle this head on and do what is so 
obviously needed to improve teacher 
quality across the country. 

It cries out for action, and this is a 
priority. We should respond to it, and 
we can do something now. We have to 
provide the resources for investing in 
this area, I believe. 

Finally, in the debate over prescrip-
tion drugs, one of the most important 
reasons for Congress to act and act 
promptly has often been overlooked. 
The best source of comprehensive, af-
fordable health insurance coverage for 
senior citizens is through employer re-
tirement plans. In fact, the combina-
tion of Medicare and so-called em-
ployer wrap-around coverage is the 
gold standard for health insurance cov-
erage for the elderly. 

But private retirement coverage is in 
free fall, with ominous implications for 
all retirees. In the three year period 
from 1994 to 1997, the proportion of 
firms offering retiree health coverage 
dropped by 25 percent. In 1998, and 1999, 
another 18 percent dropped coverage. 

We know one-third of the elderly 
have no prescription drug coverage. 
None. Another third have employer- 
based coverage. 

From 1994 to 1997, it dropped 25 per-
cent. From 1997 to 1999, it dropped an-
other 18 percent. All the indicators are 
going through the bottom. We are see-
ing dramatic reductions in coverage. 
We are seeing that prescription drugs 
are increasingly less relevant in terms 
of HMOs because the HMOs have been 
putting in a cap of $1,000 and some-
times $500 in the last 3 years, capping 
the amount they will actually provide 
for the senior citizens. And many of 
them are moving out of parts of the 
country. 

The Medigap program is prohibi-
tively expensive. The only people who 
are guaranteed prescription drugs with 
any degree of certainty and predict-
ability are the poorest of Americans 
under the Medicaid program. 

We can do better. We must do better. 
We can do better even as we are in the 
last 2 weeks of this session. 

A 1999 survey of large employers by 
the consulting firm of Hewitt Associ-
ates found that 30 percent of these 
firms said they would consider drop-
ping coverage over the next 3 to 5 
years. So we have a 25-percent reduc-

tion from 1994 to 1997; an 18-percent re-
duction from 1997 to 1999; and now the 
prediction of another 30 percent who 
are going to lose it over the period of 
the next 3 years. 

We know what is happening. The 
time to act is now. 

According to a new study for the Kai-
ser Family Foundation, a central rea-
son for this decline is the escalating 
cost of prescription drugs and Medi-
care’s failure to provide coverage. As 
the study found: 

Prescription drug costs are driving retiree 
health costs to an unprecedented extent. . . . 
The drug benefit has represented 40–60 per-
cent of retiree’s health costs after account-
ing for Medicare. Based on current cost 
trends, Hewitt projects drug benefits to rep-
resent as much as 80 percent of total 65+ re-
tiree health costs in 2003. 

The study estimates that President 
Clinton’s plan could save employees as 
much as $15 billion annually when it is 
fully phased in. They conclude: 

The financial savings could . . . slow the 
erosion of retiree health care by lowering the 
costs for prescription drug benefits, which 
have been increasing for employers at dou-
ble-digit rates and are a major source of con-
cern. 

A critical reason for this Congress to 
act to provide Medicare prescription 
drug coverage for the elderly is the 
worsening situation facing retirees. 
But the Republican majority won’t act. 
They won’t allow a vote. Just 3 days 
ago, they declared that Medicare pre-
scription drug coverage is dead for this 
year. Their own proposals are not what 
senior citizens want and need. 

The differences between the two par-
ties are clear on this issue. Vice Presi-
dent GORE and Governor Bush have 
proposed two very different responses 
to this problem. The Gore plan pro-
vides a solid benefit under the existing 
Medicare program. Under the leader-
ship of Senator GRAHAM and Senator 
ROBB, the Senate has already voted on 
a bipartisan plan that would achieve 
the objectives of the Gore proposal. 
With the support of only a few more 
Republicans, a real prescription benefit 
can pass this year, so that all our sen-
ior citizens can get the prompt help 
they need. 

Shown on this chart are the Gore and 
Bush plans. You have the comparisons. 
The Gore plan would be implemented 
in 1 year. The Bush plan is 4 years, 
with revenue-sharing with the States 
or block grants to the States. We 
would have to appropriate the money. 
Then, if there is, according to Governor 
Bush, a significant reform of the Medi-
care system, within that significant re-
form of the Medicare system—I don’t 
know whether he means just the pri-
vatization or not—a prescription drug 
program could be included. You have 
that versus starting in a year from 
now. 

Secondly, with regard to the guaran-
teed benefits—this is a crucial dif-
ference—what does this ‘‘Yes’’ shown 
on the chart mean on guaranteed bene-
fits? It means this: When a senior goes 
into a health delivery system needing a 

prescription drug, the doctor prescribes 
what prescription drug that senior 
needs, and the rest is arranged through 
the Medicare system in terms of the 
payment. But the doctor decides. 

As shown over here on the chart, 
under the Bush proposal it is going to 
be the HMO. They are going to be the 
ones making the decision. We can’t 
even get the HMO reform here in the 
Senate. Now they are suggesting that 
we have a whole new system of benefits 
that are going to go through that sys-
tem, where the HMOs and bean 
counters, who too often put profits 
ahead of patients, are going to make 
that decision. 

Under the Gore plan, there will be 
good coverage. It is going to be com-
prehensive coverage. But under the 
Bush plan, we don’t know what the 
coverage is going to be because it will 
be decided by the HMOs. This means it 
will be built out of the Medicare sys-
tem. And this will be some other pro-
gram that may be built upon HMOs or 
the private sector, which have been re-
markably unsuccessful in many parts 
of this country. 

More than 930,000 people have lost 
Medicare HMO coverage this year 
alone. Rather than be expanded, the 
drug program has been in decline. Sen-
ior citizens need help now. AL GORE’s 
plan provides prescription drugs under 
Medicare for every senior citizen in 
2002. Under the Bush proposal, there 
will be 25 million seniors who will be 
excluded because they are not eligible 
under the parameters of the Bush pro-
posal. This makes absolutely no sense. 

Experience shows that the Bush pro-
posal would take years to put in oper-
ation. Only 14 States have the kind of 
insurance plans for senior citizens in 
operation today. This would be all 
under the Bush proposal. All 50 States 
must pass new laws or modify legisla-
tion. Only 16 States currently have any 
drug insurance program. The CHIP pro-
gram—the Children’s Health Insurance 
Program—was passed in August of 1997, 
was available in October of 1997; and 
under Texas law, it took them until 
November 1999 to take advantage of it. 
It took 2 years to take advantage of it. 
And the money was already there. The 
Governors have already indicated they 
do not want the responsibility to de-
velop, even with the funding, a whole 
new administration to be able to im-
plement the program. So this is really 
a nonstarter for seniors. 

It makes no sense to depend on HMOs 
to provide this crucial benefit. The 
Bush plan does not provide the stable, 
reliable, guaranteed coverage that 
should be a part of Medicare’s promise 
to the elderly. 

But there is one guarantee under the 
Bush plan. The benefits are guaranteed 
to be inadequate. The Bush program al-
locates almost $100 billion less to pre-
scription drug coverage than the Gore 
plan. The reason for this lesser amount 
is obvious. The Bush approach wastes 
most of the surplus on new tax breaks 
for the wealthy, and too little is left to 
help senior citizens. 
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The nonpartisan Congressional Budg-

et Office has estimated that under the 
similar Republican plan passed by the 
House of Representatives, benefits 
would be so inadequate and costs so 
high that less than half of the senior 
citizens who need the help the most— 
those who have no prescription drug 
coverage at all—will ever participate. 
A prescription drug benefit that leaves 
out half of the senior citizens who need 
protection the most is not a serious 
plan to help senior citizens. 

There is still time for Congress to 
enact a genuine prescription drug ben-
efit under Medicare. The administra-
tion has presented a strong proposal. 
Let’s work together to enact it this 
year. It is not too late. The American 
people are waiting for our answer. 

These are some of the issues I would 
hope we could still address. We ought 
to be able to pass the minimum wage. 
It is not complicated. It is not difficult. 
We know what is at play here. 

We ought to be able to finally get 
prescription drug legislation. We voted 
on this in the Senate. A majority of 
the Members of the Senate actually 
supported a prescription drug program 
that would be worked through Medi-
care. We ought to be able to pass that 
in the Senate. As I mentioned, a major-
ity of the Members already do support 
it. We ought to be able to get a down-
payment on that legislation. 

We ought to be able to deal with 
some of the education challenges. That 
is important. We ought to be able to 
get the Patients’ Bill of Rights passed, 
as well as the hate crimes issues, and 
try to do something on the gun show 
loophole, and some other matters. 
These are public policy matters that I 
think the American people want us to 
address. They do not want us to be out 
here now, as we have spent the better 
part of this week, in quorum calls. 
They want action, and they want ac-
tion now. We, on this side of the aisle, 
are prepared to provide it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I rise 

today as a senior member of the Budg-
et Committee to talk about what I see 
as a breakdown in the budget process 
in the Senate. I think every member of 
the Budget Committee and every Mem-
ber of the Senate ought to be con-
cerned about what has happened the 
last several years but even more dra-
matically this year, in what can only 
be called a virtual meltdown of the 
budget process. 

Those who are watching may say, 
well, what do we care what the budget 
process is. We care about the budget 
outcome. And that is exactly right. 
The most important thing is the budg-
et outcome. But many times how you 
start has a lot to do with how you end 
up, and I am afraid we have now devel-
oped a disastrous operating procedure 
around here. 

We start out with a fiction of a budg-
et; we end up with no accountability, 

no control, and chaos at the end. That 
is where we are today. This is chaos. 
Every Member of the Senate knows 
that is true. 

We have a circumstance now where 
bills are passed in committee, never 
come to the floor of the Senate, go to 
a conference committee, the Demo-
crats are locked out of the conference 
committee, and Senators are denied 
their right to offer amendments to im-
prove legislation. That is not the way 
the process is supposed to work. To-
gether we have to mend it. If we don’t, 
we are going to have a circumstance 
where someday, when the Democrats 
are going to be back in control, we can 
operate this way. And if you are in the 
minority and you are locked out and 
prevented from offering amendments, 
your ability to represent your con-
stituents is badly diminished. 

This is not just a Democrat issue or 
Republican issue. This is a question of 
how we function in this body. It is in 
all of our interests to have a process 
where Senators’ fundamental rights 
are protected so they can carry out 
their fundamental responsibilities. 

When I say we are in chaos, the story 
in the Washington Post yesterday, 
front-page story, tells us that is true. 
Here is the story: ‘‘Spending Flood-
gates Open on Hill.’’ Congress is mov-
ing to approve the biggest spending in-
crease since Republicans took control 
in 1995. The binge is setting off alarms 
among fiscal conservatives and threat-
ens to absorb a chunk of the future sur-
plus. 

‘‘It is just a free for all,’’ said Sen-
ator MCCAIN. ‘‘They are all equal op-
portunity pork-barrelers . . . This is 
the worst ever.’’ 

I agree with Senator MCCAIN. This is 
the worst ever. We have a process that 
is broken. The budget resolution is 
being paid no attention. That was pre-
dictable because the budget resolution 
made no earthly sense. It wasn’t real. 
It was a fiction. As a result, we have no 
control, no accountability for what fol-
lows. Everybody is on their own. Every 
one of these committees is on their 
own. They are out there dividing them 
up, throwing it in. We are going to 
have—I predict today—a stack of paper 
on our desks, and we are going to be 
told: Take it or leave it; vote for it or 
the Government will shut down. 

That is where we are headed. It is 
very clear to anybody who is watching. 
That should not be the way we conduct 
the people’s business. 

What is especially troubling about all 
this is that we have made enormous 
progress over the last several years, 
enormous progress in getting our fiscal 
house in order. We should not put at 
risk that progress. We should not put 
at risk the prosperity that has followed 
getting our fiscal house in order. 

I want to look at the last three ad-
ministrations and their record on defi-
cits. I think it is instructive as we go 
into this election season. I think it is 
instructive as we consider what is oc-
curring in the Senate and the House of 
Representatives right now. 

If we go back 20 years ago, 1981, 
President Reagan came in. He had the 
old trickle-down economics. It was a 
disaster in terms of deficits; the defi-
cits skyrocketed. We went from a def-
icit of about $80 billion to over $200 bil-
lion and tripled the national debt dur-
ing his years. Fiscally, it was a chaotic 
time. President Bush came in; the def-
icit was $153 billion. By the time he 
left, it was $290 billion—more than dou-
ble. 

That is the record. It is in the books. 
I know it makes tough reading for 
some of our friends on the other side, 
but that is their record on the fiscal 
health of this country. The fact is, 
they had a policy of deficits and debt, 
and those deficits and debt threatened 
the fundamental economic security of 
the country. 

In 1993, we had a new administration. 
This is their record—not a question; 
these are the facts. I remember Presi-
dent Reagan used to say facts are stub-
born things. He was absolutely right 
about that. Facts are stubborn things. 

In 1993, the deficit was $255 billion. 
We passed a 5-year plan to reduce the 
budget deficit and to get it under con-
trol. Our friends on the other side said 
that if we passed that plan, it would 
crater the economy. That is what they 
said at the time. They said it wouldn’t 
reduce the deficit. They said it would 
increase it. They said it wouldn’t re-
duce interest rates; that it would in-
crease them. They said it wouldn’t re-
duce inflation; that it would increase 
inflation. 

We can go back now and check the 
record. They were wrong on each and 
every count—not just a little bit 
wrong, completely wrong. Look at the 
record. 

Every year of that 5-year plan, the 
deficit went down and went down dra-
matically, until we got to the fifth 
year of the plan and we were headed to-
ward surplus. That is the record. We 
can look back and see who is right and 
who is wrong. It is just as clear as it 
can be. 

The question is, Are we going to put 
all of this at risk? The President an-
nounced just the other day that we are 
going to have a $230 billion budget sur-
plus, a $230 billion budget surplus for 
fiscal year 2000. Just 8 years ago, we 
had a $290 billion budget deficit. 

The results from this fiscal policy 
have been very clear. Before I get to 
the results, let me show how it hap-
pened. How did we get into this posi-
tion? We got into this position by, in 
1992, passing a plan that cut spending 
and, yes, raised taxes on the wealthiest 
1 percent—raised income taxes on the 
wealthiest 1 percent. The revenue line 
went up; the spending line came down. 
We balanced the budget. We created 
surpluses, and the economic results 
have been dramatic and extraor-
dinarily positive. 

We now have the longest economic 
expansion in our Nation’s history. This 
was recorded on February 1, 2000, in the 
Washington Post, the headline, ‘‘Ex-
pansion is Now Nation’s Longest,’’ 107 
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months of economic growth, the long-
est economic expansion in our Nation’s 
history. 

It is not just a record of economic ex-
pansion. It is the other positive results 
we obtained as well by getting our fis-
cal house in order: the lowest unem-
ployment rate in 42 years; and on infla-
tion, the lowest sustained level since 
1965. We have the lowest level of sus-
tained inflation in 35 years because we 
got our fiscal house in order. The wel-
fare caseload has been cut in half; the 
percentage on welfare in the country is 
the lowest since 1967. This is the 
record. It is very clear. Those of us who 
supported welfare reform, those of us 
who supported the budget plan to get 
our fiscal house in order, those deci-
sions have paid off for the country, and 
we should not put it all at risk. 

Federal spending as a percentage of 
our national income is the lowest it 
has been since 1966. 

Federal spending is the lowest as a 
percentage of our national income 
since 1966. These are the kinds of posi-
tive results we have developed as a re-
sult of a budget plan that added up, 
that made sense, that got our fiscal 
house in order. 

Some say, gee, income taxes are the 
highest they have been in a generation. 
Not true. The reason we have expanded 
revenue—yes, we raised rates on the 
wealthiest 1 percent. That is undeni-
able. That is correct. That was part of 
the plan that got our fiscal house in 
order. But it is also true that we passed 
sweeping tax cuts, child care credit, ex-
pansion of the earned-income tax that 
dramatically reduced the income taxes 
of tens of millions of Americans. 

On March 26 of this year, the Wash-
ington Post, on page 1, ran a story 
under this headline: ‘‘Federal Tax 
Level Falls For Most; Studies Show 
Burden Now Less Than 10 percent’’ on 
a significant part of the American pub-
lic. 

Most Americans, this year, will have 
to fork over less than 10 percent of 
their income to the Federal Govern-
ment when they file Federal income 
taxes. The fact is, for many segments 
of our society, income taxes, combined 
with payroll taxes, have gone down. 
That is because of the expansion of the 
earned-income tax, and that is because 
of the child credit. In fact, if you com-
pare the tax burden for working fami-
lies—according to the Tax Foundation, 
this is for a family earning $68,000 in 
1999—from 1975—this is both income 
taxes and payroll taxes—their tax bur-
den declined from 10.4 percent to 8.9 
percent. 

That is not KENT CONRAD’s numbers; 
those are the numbers from the Tax 
Foundation. 

The Washington Post, in that same 
story, pointed out: 

For all but the wealthiest Americans, the 
Federal income tax burden has shrunk to the 
lowest level in 4 decades, according to a se-
ries of studies by liberal and conservative 
tax experts, the Clinton administration, and 
two arms of the Republican controlled Con-
gress. 

This is the record and these are the 
facts with respect to what has hap-
pened to the income tax burden. Be-
cause we have gotten our fiscal house 
in order, we have seen a substantial re-
duction in the publicly held debt. We 
are in a position, if we make no other 
changes in law, to pay off the publicly 
held debt of the United States by the 
year 2009. We all understand there are 
proposals for additional spending and 
for tax cuts that will move that back. 

The fact is, if we made no changes in 
current law, we could pay off the pub-
licly held debt in the country by the 
year 2009. In fact, we are right here on 
this scale. We have already started 
paying down the debt. In the last 3 
years, we have paid down, I think, over 
$300 billion of publicly held debt. That 
is a dramatic transformation, a huge 
improvement. 

Let me just be clear. I give most of 
the credit to our side of the aisle 
which, in 1993, passed a 5-year budget 
plan that did most of the heavy lifting. 
We didn’t have a single vote from the 
other side of the aisle. But it is also 
true that in 1997 we finished the job 
with a bipartisan effort. I say to my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, that was good that we were able 
to come together in 1997 and do some-
thing together to finish the job. 

Now the question is: Do we stay on 
this course or do we go off in some 
other direction and go back to what I 
consider the bad old days of debt, defi-
cits, and decline? I hope not. I hope we 
avoid going back in the deficit ditch. 

Let’s look ahead. Here is what we are 
told now. Over the next 10 years, the 
projections are—remember, they are 
projections, and projections can 
change—telling us we can count on $4.6 
trillion of surplus. That is extraor-
dinary, the turnaround that has been 
accomplished. First of all, remember 
that those are projections. They have 
improved by a trillion dollars in the 
last 6 months. They could go the other 
way in the next 6 months. Let’s re-
member, they are projections. 

Two, let’s remember the $2.4 tril-
lion—more than half of it—is from So-
cial Security. I think both sides have 
agreed that we are not going to raid 
Social Security—at least we agreed 
rhetorically we are not going to raid 
Social Security. Another almost $400 
billion is Medicare. So you add those 
two together, and that is $2.8 trillion of 
the $4.6 trillion, Medicare and Social 
Security, and that leaves about $1.8 
trillion of non-Social Security, non- 
Medicare surplus. 

When I look at the budget plan of 
Governor Bush, it doesn’t add up. It 
just doesn’t add up. This is what con-
cerns me about derailing the progress 
we have made and going back into the 
deficit ditch. Let me go through the 
math. I don’t think it can be chal-
lenged. 

We have the projected surplus of $4.6 
trillion. The Social Security surplus is 
$2.4 trillion. The Medicare surplus is 
$400 billion. That leaves a remaining 

non-Social Security, non-Medicare sur-
plus of $1.8 trillion over the next 10 
years that has been projected. The 
Bush tax cut is—his large main pro-
posal costs $1.3 trillion. The other tax 
cuts that he has endorsed in the cam-
paign are another $300 billion. The in-
terest cost of those tax cuts is another 
$300 billion. So he has completely 
wiped out the non-Social Security, 
non-Medicare surplus. It is gone, poof. 

Then he has an additional problem 
that is very big. He has recommended 
Social Security privatization. The 
transition cost of that proposal—or 
proposals like that one—is about $1 
trillion. Where does that come from? 
Where does that $1 trillion come from? 
Is he going to take it out of the Social 
Security surplus? If he does, he has vio-
lated the pledge everybody has made 
here not to raid the Social Security 
surplus because that money is needed 
to meet the promises that have been 
made to existing Social Security re-
cipients. If he takes that $1 trillion out 
of there, that undermines Social Secu-
rity solvency because it is a transfer of 
money to allow people to set up private 
accounts. 

Now, in addition to that, he has used 
every penny of the non-Social Secu-
rity, non-Medicare surplus for tax cuts. 
Where is the additional money for de-
fense? He made a big point in this cam-
paign that we are not at the level of 
readiness we should have. Where is he 
going to get any money to deal with 
that when all of his money—non-Social 
Security and non-Medicare surplus— 
goes for tax cuts? Where is he going to 
get the additional money for education 
he has called for in this campaign? It 
doesn’t add up. 

What worries me very much is that 
we are going to go right back into the 
deficit ditch we just crawled out of. 
What a mistake that would be; what a 
tragedy for this country it would be to 
go back to deficits and debt and ulti-
mate economic decline. I hope very 
much our colleagues will avoid that 
mistake. 

Let me just say that it isn’t just the 
Bush plan that threatens that, in my 
judgment. I am also worried about 
those who have massive new spending 
ideas because this fiscal responsibility, 
this course that we have embarked on 
to get our fiscal house in order, can be 
threatened in several different ways. 
One way is this Bush plan which, to 
me, is a financial disaster for the coun-
try if we ever adopt it. I hope very 
much that we do not. That would put 
us right back in the deficit ditch. But 
another way to threaten it is out-of- 
control spending. When you don’t have 
a budget process that has any dis-
cipline to it, doesn’t have any reality 
to it, you allow this kind of spending 
frenzy that is now going on in the com-
mittees to emerge. There is no ac-
countability, no plan, and there is fun-
damentally no discipline. 

I hope some colleagues are listening. 
We did a little calculation about what 
is out there going through the commit-
tees. 
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The $60 billion 1-year effect they are 

talking about in the Washington Post 
is dwarfed by the 10-year effect because 
we are talking about a 10-year effect of 
$450 billion by decisions that are being 
made in some closed room somewhere 
where one-half of Congress is being ex-
cluded. That is not the way to do busi-
ness. 

I hope very much that people on both 
sides who do not want to see us return 
to the bad old days of deficits and debt 
will get together in these final hours 
and agree that there has to be a better 
way of doing our business. I know it is 
not going to change this year, but I 
hope very much that next year we get 
back to a budget process that has some 
integrity to it and some discipline to it 
because if we fail, I fear very much 
that we are going to go right back to 
the bad old days of deficits and debt. 
That would be a profound mistake for 
the country. 

As one considers how far we have 
come and the dramatic improvements 
that we have made, they weren’t easy. 
I know about the votes in 1993 to put in 
place a 5-year budget plan to get our 
fiscal house back in order. People lost 
their political careers as a result. That 
is not the biggest sacrifice to make. I 
know that. But the fact is, it was hard. 
It passed by a single vote in this Cham-
ber. It passed by a single vote over in 
the House. 

We have had such incredible pros-
perity in part because of the result of 
those decisions that created the frame-
work so that the American people’s 
hard work, ingenuity, and creativity 
could lead this economic resurgence. 
But we see other people who are hard- 
working and creative living in a failed 
system. We see it in Russia. We see it 
in other parts of the world. The fact is 
that we have a system that works be-
cause the monetary and fiscal policy of 
the United States over the last 8 years 
has been a good one, has been a sound 
one, and has been an effective one. But 
it can all be lost. It can be jeopardized. 
We can go right back very easily to 
deficits and debt. All we have to do is 
pass massive tax cuts that do not add 
up and pass massive new spending 
plans in concert with those tax cuts, 
and we will be right back to deficits, 
debt, and ultimate economic decline. 

This is a matter of choices. It is a 
matter of choices for those of us who 
serve in Congress. It is a matter of 
choices for the American people as 
they go to the polls. I trust the wisdom 
of the American people. I trust the wis-
dom of my colleagues in Congress. I 
think when people have both sides of 
the story, they make pretty good judg-
ments. Part of our responsibility is to 
make certain that people get both sides 
of the story. 

I think I have made the point that 
Governor Bush has most of his priority 
placed on tax cuts. That really jeopard-
izes the fiscal discipline that we have 
achieved. As I look at what he has pro-
posed, and the $2.2 trillion, which is the 
surplus without Social Security, and 

you look at his plan and the additional 
tax cuts and the interest lost as a re-
sult of those tax cuts, you can see not 
only that he is using up the entire non- 
Social Security, non-Medicare surplus, 
he is using up almost entirely the sur-
plus not counting Social Security. 
That is not a balanced plan. That is a 
plan that has enormous risk to it. 

On top of that, his tax cuts aren’t 
fair. He gives 53 percent of the benefit 
to the top 35 percent of the American 
people. That is the analysis by the Citi-
zens for Tax Justice. The lowest 60 per-
cent of the income earners in America 
get 11 percent of the benefits. 

Again, that is not just KENT CONRAD 
talking; that is not just Citizens for 
Tax Justice talking. 

Senator JOHN MCCAIN in his cam-
paign pointed out that 38 percent of 
Governor Bush’s tax cut goes to the 
wealthiest 1 percent. That is Senator 
JOHN MCCAIN’s analysis of Governor 
George Bush’s tax plan. 

What is the fairness in that? Thirty- 
eight percent of the benefit goes to the 
wealthiest 1 percent? 

The Governor is fond of saying that 
the surpluses are not the Government’s 
money; it is the people’s money. He has 
that exactly right. This money is the 
people’s money. Absolutely. The ques-
tion is, what should be done with the 
people’s money? His idea is to give 38 
percent of that to the wealthiest 1 per-
cent. What kind of a plan is that? 
Wouldn’t it be better to take the peo-
ple’s money and pay off the people’s 
debt? 

That is what I believe ought to be the 
top priority. Let’s dump this debt. 
Let’s get rid of it once and for all, espe-
cially before the baby boomers start to 
retire. We have a window of oppor-
tunity that is going to last about an-
other 12 years. This is the time to 
dump the debt. 

I offered a budget plan to my col-
leagues that would use 72 percent of 
these surpluses for debt elimination, 12 
percent for tax relief, 12 percent for 
high priority domestic needs such as 
defense and education and health care. 
That, to me, is a set of priorities for 
the American people. This plan of Gov-
ernor Bush does not add up. 

JOHN MCCAIN said it well in his cam-
paign. He said: ‘‘More importantly, 
there is a fundamental difference 
here,’’ talking about the difference be-
tween himself and George Bush. ‘‘I be-
lieve we must save Social Security. We 
must pay down the debt. We have to 
make an investment in Medicare. For 
us to put all of the surplus into tax 
cuts I think is not a conservative ef-
fort. I think it is a mistake.’’ 

That was JOHN MCCAIN. JOHN MCCAIN 
had it right. There is nothing conserv-
ative about this plan that has been put 
forward by Mr. Bush. It is a radical 
plan. 

On the notion that the Bush budget 
doesn’t add up, again, it is not just my 
analysis. This appeared in the Wall 
Street Journal. 

Both candidates agree they could afford to 
set aside Social Security revenues which ac-

count for about $2.4 trillion of the projected 
surplus. That leaves roughly $2.2 trillion. 

Of course, they have not subtracted 
out the Medicare money. They go on to 
say: ‘‘Mr. Bush has a larger problem. 
His proposals most likely wouldn’t fit 
even under CBO’s $2.2 trillion surplus’’ 
of non-Social Security money. 

They are right. It doesn’t fit within 
the funds. That leaves an enormous 
vulnerability. I hope before we leave 
that all of us will think very seriously 
about what the priorities are. 

When I compare GORE and Bush on 
the question of budgets, GORE is pro-
posing a plan that pays off public debt 
by 2012. He has $3 trillion of the surplus 
dedicated to dumping the debt; George 
Bush about half as much. 

These are pretty straightforward 
facts. The fundamental question is, 
what is our priority? I believe the top 
priority ought to be to dump this debt, 
to pay off this debt. In fact, the plan I 
have offered would devote even more of 
the projected surplus that Mr. GORE 
does to eliminating debt. 

Every economist who has come be-
fore the Budget Committee and the Fi-
nance Committee has said the highest 
and best use of these projected sur-
pluses is to eliminate the national debt 
and do it now while we have a window 
of opportunity before the baby boomers 
start to retire. I believe that. I agree 
with that. 

I hope we establish budget plans that 
have that fundamental principle and 
put that priority where it should be— 
on eliminating this debt while we can, 
because when the baby boomers start 
to retire, the numbers are going to 
turn against us in a very, very aggres-
sive way. This is our opportunity. I 
hope we take it. 

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

VOINOVICH). The Senator from North 
Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
been listening to the discussion today 
on the floor of the Senate about proc-
ess and procedure and where we find 
ourselves near the end of this session. I 
will speak to the comments made ear-
lier today by my colleague from West 
Virginia, Senator BYRD, and perhaps 
speak a bit about the comments made 
by my colleague, Senator CONRAD, es-
pecially about fiscal policy. 

First, let me talk about process. As I 
do so, let me acknowledge that it can-
not be an easy job to try to schedule 
and arrange and deal with the House 
and the Senate, and pass all the legis-
lation, authorization and appropria-
tions bills, that are necessary. A lot of 
people over many years have had the 
responsibility of doing that and many 
people aspire to that responsibility. 
One of the circumstances of control is 
that those who win the most seats in 
the Senate and the House then become 
chairmen and leaders, majority lead-
ers, chairmen of committees; and the 
responsibility of having those jobs, of 
course, means bearing the burden of 
having to schedule and trying to ar-
range to make certain that Congress 
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works the way it ought to work and 
passes the legislation on time and in 
regular order. 

It is not an easy job. My colleague, 
Senator BYRD, who spoke earlier today, 
served as a distinguished majority 
leader in this Congress. He also served 
as chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee. He has had the responsi-
bility to try to find a way to get this 
Senate to move and get it to move on 
time and discharge its duties on time. 
Many others have done so, as well, in-
cluding the distinguished Senator, Mr. 
Mitchell, most recently, as well as Sen-
ator Dole, and so many others over 
many years, going back to Lyndon 
Johnson, and decades and decades be-
fore that. 

In this Congress, the 106th Congress, 
things have changed some. What has 
changed, it seems to me, is we have 
missed most of the deadlines. There 
doesn’t seem to be a cogent plan by 
which we will meet the deadlines or 
meet our responsibilities. I want to 
show some charts that describe what 
has happened this year. The red on this 
calendar shows the number of days the 
Senate was not in session. As shown, a 
fair part of January, February, and 
March, a fair part of a number of 
months of this year, were days in 
which we had no session in the Senate. 

There is some reason for some of 
that. We have work periods, when Sen-
ators go back to their States and meet 
with their constituents. That is under-
standable. That has always been the 
case. However, there needs to be some 
balance with respect to the number of 
days we are working here and the 
amount of time that is available to 
pass legislation that must be passed. 

This is the situation as we near the 
first of October: The Senate has been in 
session only 115 days this year; only 115 
days have we been in session. Of those 
115 days, 34 of those days included no 
votes at all. In most cases, not much 
was done, perhaps only morning busi-
ness for most of the day. Of the 115 
days in session, there were no votes on 
34 of those days. In fact, there were 
only three Mondays during this entire 
year in which there were any votes. 
For practical purposes, we don’t have a 
Monday in the Senate. On the issue of 
Fridays, there were only six Fridays in 
this year in which there were votes. 

What can be concluded from this is 
we have a Senate that really isn’t in 
session much on Mondays or Fridays. 
Then the question is, what is left? 
Tuesdays, Wednesdays and Thursdays— 
except for weeks when the Senate isn’t 
in session at all. That is what results 
in 115 days in session, 34 of which there 
weren’t any votes. 

Now we come to the end of this fiscal 
year with a lot of legislation yet to be 
completed. Only 2 of the 13 appropria-
tions bills have been signed by Presi-
dent Clinton. That means 11 of them 
are as of yet incomplete. In September, 
we have only had votes on one Monday. 
This is the period of time in which we 
are trying to finish everything. We 

have had no votes on Fridays in Sep-
tember. It is difficult to get all of this 
work done, appropriations bills and 
other measures that need to get passed, 
if we are not in session. 

I mentioned before we have 2 appro-
priations bills that are complete; 11 of 
them are, as of yet, incomplete. Octo-
ber 1 is the date by which the President 
is to have signed all of the appropria-
tions bills. It is the first day of the new 
fiscal year. What we have is a cir-
cumstance where most of the work 
that needs to be done by that moment 
is not completed. 

I serve on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. I serve with a very distin-
guished chairman of that committee, 
Senator STEVENS. I am not coming to 
the floor to be critical of Senator STE-
VENS. I think he does an extraordinary 
job. I am serving on the agriculture ap-
propriations subcommittee. The chair-
man of that subcommittee is Senator 
COCHRAN from Mississippi. I am not 
here to be critical of Senator COCHRAN. 
I think he is an extraordinary Senator. 
I think it is a privilege to work with 
Senator STEVENS and Senator COCH-
RAN. I think they do an extraordinary 
job. They are Republicans; I am a Dem-
ocrat. I think they are good Senators. 

I am not here to say they haven’t 
done their work. I am saying this proc-
ess, the fashion in which the House and 
the Senate have worked this year, has 
just not worked at all. It has become 
tangled in a morass of difficulty that 
has prevented Members from doing 
what we need to do. 

We have discovered someone put bills 
together that in some cases have not 
been considered by the Senate; in other 
cases they have not been the subject of 
a conference, and marry up various 
pieces of legislation, bring them to the 
floor and say: Well, let’s just have one 
vote on this omnibus bill that has two 
or three different appropriations bills 
in it. 

That might sound efficient if you 
haven’t done your work and you reach 
the end of the fiscal year, but effi-
ciency is not what protecting the inter-
ests of all Senators or the interests of 
all Americans is about. The process by 
which we are able to debate public 
issues in this Senate, and by which we 
are able to get the best of what every-
one has to offer, the best of the ideas, 
and the competition from debate, is a 
process in which we bring a piece of 
legislation to the floor, an appropria-
tions bill to the floor, and say, all 
right, you come from different areas of 
the country; you come with different 
philosophies; you come representing 
different constituencies; now have at 
this. 

This is what we have tried to do in 
the committee. If Members have better 
ideas, let’s hear them. If Members have 
the votes to convince the majority of 
the Senate to support their idea, let’s 
see. Just bring these ideas to the floor 
of the Senate. Have votes on them. In 
that manner, we develop public policy. 
Wide open debate is the essence of de-

mocracy. That is the way democracy 
works. 

An old friend of mine back home used 
to love politics. He used to say: They 
don’t weigh votes; they count votes. 

That is the way the Senate should 
work: Have the debate, have the vote, 
count it up, and the winner wins. That 
becomes the process of making public 
policy. 

We have a long and distinguished his-
tory in this body. I have learned a lot 
listening to Senator BYRD over the 
many years, talking about the history 
of the Senate. His history goes back to 
the Roman Senate and beyond. One 
cannot help but serve here and under-
stand there is a tradition, a tradition 
that we must respect as we conduct our 
business on behalf of the American peo-
ple. We are not here by ourselves. We 
are not standing just in our shoes. We 
are here because our constituents have 
said: Represent us in this democracy; 
go to the Senate and give it the best 
you have, adding your voice to the 
votes that come from the hills and val-
leys of this country, and participate in 
the making of public policy. 

The process we are seeing now all too 
often prevents that from happening. I 
am on a subcommittee of the Appro-
priations Committee that I am reading 
about every day in the newspapers. I 
am a conferee, in fact. But there has 
been no conference. 

Two days ago, I got a call from some-
body saying it is going to be brought to 
the floor of the House and the Senate 
tomorrow. I said, ‘‘What is?’’ They 
said, ‘‘A conference report.’’ I said, ‘‘I 
am a conferee and there has not been a 
conference. How can there be a con-
ference report?’’ 

But that is what is happening around 
here all too often. I think we need to 
get back on track and decide there is a 
process we should respect, a process 
that represents regular order and a 
process that protects the rights of all 
Senators to participate in the making 
of public policy. 

What is the agenda here? Why are we 
so passionate about this, talking about 
this process? Because the process al-
lows everyone in this Chamber to come 
here and witness for the public policy 
they want, to try to keep this country 
ahead. 

Let me go through a list of them 
briefly. Some of my colleagues have 
done so. My colleague from North Da-
kota, Senator CONRAD, just talked 
about fiscal policy. The process, if fol-
lowed the way tradition would have us 
follow it, would allow us, in a year 
such as this, to grab ahold of this fiscal 
policy issue and evaluate what do we 
do. This is a new time. We now have ex-
pected surpluses in our future. What a 
remarkable change from the under-
standing that every year we were going 
to have a deficit and it was going to 
continue to grow, to mushroom out of 
control. All of a sudden that is gone. 
We have a new reality. We have fiscal 
policy surpluses. 
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I have told audiences from time to 

time the two enduring truths about po-
litical existence in the last 40 years or 
so in our public lives, the two enduring 
truths that overshadowed or at least 
represented a foundation for all of the 
decisions were: No. 1, we had a cold war 
with the Soviet Union, and, No. 2, we 
had budget deficits that just kept 
growing. Those were the two enduring 
truths that had an impact on every-
thing else we did. 

Think of this: Those two truths are 
now gone. There is no Soviet Union. 
The cold war is over. And there is no 
budget deficit. What a remarkable 
change in a short period. 

So my colleague came to the floor a 
few moments ago and talked about fis-
cal policy given these new truths, the 
fact we may have budget surpluses in 
the years ahead. The question then is, 
What do we do with them? So we need 
to have a debate about that. Some 
come to the floor of the Senate and 
say: We know what to do with expected 
surpluses. Even before the surpluses 
exist, let’s get rid of these surpluses by 
providing very large tax cuts and let’s 
make sure the largest tax cuts go to 
those who have the largest incomes in 
this country. So they come to the floor 
with $1 trillion, or $1.3 trillion, in tax 
cuts over the next 10 years. This is be-
fore we even have the surpluses. Econo-
mists who can’t remember their home 
telephone numbers tell us they know 
what is going to happen 3, 5, 7 and 10 
years from now. 

I come down on the side on which my 
colleague comes down; that is, we 
ought to be mighty conservative and 
cautious about this. For the first step, 
maybe we ought to pay down some of 
the Federal debt. If you run up the debt 
during tough times, what greater gift 
could you give to America’s children 
than to reduce the Federal debt during 
good times? That is step No. 1. 

Step No. 2, sure, if there is room, 
let’s provide some tax cuts in a way 
that invests in opportunities for Amer-
ica’s families, working families. Would 
it not be a nice thing for those people 
who are reaching up and struggling to 
afford to be able to send their kids to 
college to say: The cost of sending your 
kids to college you can deduct on your 
income tax; you can deduct the cost of 
tuition. What a good investment that 
would be, and what a nice way to have 
a tax cut in a way that incentivizes 
families to send their child to school: 
Reduce the debt, provide some tax cuts 
in ways that say to working families, 
we are going to try to help you. 

Then make some other investments. 
It is not a circumstance that every-
thing that goes out of here is spent. 
Some of it is invested. Our future, 10 
years, 20, 40, 60 years from now, is 
going to depend on what we invest in 
that future today. I mentioned edu-
cation, but there are more issues than 
just education. 

The question of fiscal policy—what 
do we do, and how do we do it—is a 
very important question. The way we 

get to that and have the votes on it and 
have an expression of what we want to 
do, what the American people want to 
do, is have all the ideas here and vote 
on them. That is awfully inconvenient 
for some because we have to cast all 
these votes and some people want to 
just vote on the things they want and 
prevent the things other people want. 
It is inconvenient. That is democracy. 
Sure, it is inconvenient to give the 
other person their opportunity to bring 
their ideas to the floor of the Senate, 
but that is democracy. Democracy is 
not always convenient. It is not always 
efficient. It is so far above any other 
form of government known to mankind 
we can hardly describe the difference, 
but it may be inconvenient. 

The issue that has been raised today 
about process is to say that inconven-
ience is actually designed into this sys-
tem, to make sure we do not move rap-
idly, we do not move with haste, to en-
sure we do not move riding on a wave 
of passion that will require us or per-
suade us to do things we will later re-
gret. That is the way the Senate was 
developed. Nobody ever suggested the 
way the Senate was going to react to 
things, or the way the Senate was 
going to discuss public policy, was 
going to be efficient. In fact, those 
framers, Madison, Mason, Franklin, 
and so many others—Thomas Jeffer-
son, who contributed from abroad when 
he was serving this country—did not 
want a system that created a Senate 
that was efficient so, in an afternoon, 
you could grab a big public policy and 
decide you would each get 10 minutes, 
have a little vote on a couple of amend-
ments, and that was it because we 
needed it to be convenient for us. 

No, they created a far different sys-
tem. This body has been known from 
time to time as the body in which the 
great debates of democracy take place. 
But I fear that is changing because 
some, I think, do not understand the 
value of debate. Debate is never a 
waste of time. Debate is always a con-
tributor to knowledge. Debate, from 
the best to the least of those who come 
to public service, contributes in some 
way to the whole of democracy. 

I have been to the floor of the Senate 
many times talking about another 
issue on the agenda. I just talked about 
fiscal policy. There are other things I 
want to get done. One area where my 
colleague and I may disagree from time 
to time—some say you should not be 
repetitious in trying to push your 
agenda. In some cases I think repeti-
tion is necessary. For example, min-
imum wage. We have a lot of families 
out there who are working at the bot-
tom of the economic ladder. In fact, a 
report came out 2 days ago that said 
we have 3 million people working 40 
hours a week who are living in poverty 
in this country. There are 3 million 
workers working 40 hours a week, full 
time, living in poverty. Do you know 
why? Because they are working right 
at the bottom of the economic ladder. 

Who is out there in the hallways, 
clogging the hallways of the U.S. Cap-

itol, saying: Do you know what my 
business is on Thursday here in the 
U.S. Capitol? I am here on behalf of the 
low-income folks. I am here on behalf 
of the voiceless, those not too involved 
in politics because they are struggling 
just to work, to make the minimum 
wage, trying to get home and feed their 
kids. The hallways are not flooded with 
people representing those folks. These 
hallways are crowded with people rep-
resenting the privileged, people rep-
resenting the largest corporations in 
America, people representing those 
who have done very well in this coun-
try, at the upper income scales. They 
have great representation. 

Good for them. Everybody deserves 
that in a democracy. But my point is, 
when it comes time to debate public 
policy on a range of issues and it comes 
time to discuss the minimum wage, 
who stands for those families? The peo-
ple who work the night shift, the peo-
ple who work the night shift in the 
hospital for minimum wages, who are 
moving the bed pans around and chang-
ing the beds and helping people up and 
out and walking around—who is here 
speaking for them? The people who are 
working in the convenience stores at 2 
a.m. for a minimum wage, who are try-
ing to raise a family and do not have 
the skills to get a better job and are 
trapped in one of these cycles of pov-
erty—who is here speaking for them? 

The hallways are not crowded, in this 
Capitol Building, with people paid to 
represent those at the bottom of the 
economic ladder. I think from time to 
time it is important, even if rebuffed 
once, twice, or six times in a year, to 
say increasing the minimum wage for 
those who are struggling at the bottom 
of the economic ladder is important; if 
we do not get it the first time, we have 
a vote the second time; if we don’t get 
it the second time, we have a vote the 
third time. 

Yes, that is inconvenient, too, but it 
seems to me the rules of this system 
also allow for those who are passion-
ately interested in pushing for those 
who do not have much voice in this po-
litical system. 

Patients’ Bill of Rights is another 
issue that gets caught in this process. 
Speaking of process, the Patients’ Bill 
of Rights is the most remarkable piece 
of legislation. If I can for a moment de-
scribe the Patients’ Bill of Rights as an 
issue and describe it through the expe-
riences of people who have been 
gripped in the vice of a system that 
does not work for them, a woman who 
is hiking in the Shenandoah Mountains 
falls off a 40- or 50-foot cliff, breaks 
multiple bones, and falls into a coma. 
She is taken to a hospital in an ambu-
lance, lying on a gurney in a coma with 
very severe injuries. She miraculously 
recovers, only to find that her HMO 
and managed care organization sends 
her a bill saying: We are not going to 
cover your emergency room treatment 
because you did not get prior approval 
for emergency room treatment. 

This is a woman hauled into the 
emergency room in a coma suffering 
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serious injuries from a massive fall and 
told: You did not get prior approval for 
emergency room treatment. 

Or little Ethan Bedrick; Ethan 
Bedrick is a young boy. This is a pic-
ture of young Ethan. He was told he 
had a 50-percent chance of walking by 
age 5. He was born with pretty severe 
disabilities from cerebral palsy. He had 
a 50-percent chance of walking by age 
5. He needed rehabilitative therapy, 
and his managed care organization said 
having a 50-percent chance of walking 
by age 5 is ‘‘insignificant’’ and, there-
fore, we deny coverage for the therapy. 

Think of that. It is insignificant for a 
young boy to have a 50-percent chance 
of being able to walk and, therefore, 
the managed care organization says: 
We deny coverage. 

Is there a Patients’ Bill of Rights 
that ought to provide rights to Ethan 
Bedrick, provide rights to the woman 
who falls off a cliff and is hauled into 
a hospital unconscious? Or, if I may 
take one more moment to describe the 
woman who testified at a hearing Sen-
ator HARRY REID and I had in the State 
of Nevada, a mother who stood up and 
told us that her son was dead, 16 years 
old; he had leukemia. 

At the moment when he needed the 
treatment that would give him a 
chance to survive this leukemia, the 
HMO said no. Only later—much later— 
did they finally say yes, and it was too 
late; he was too weak. She held up his 
colored picture at this hearing and, 
through tears, she told us about her 
son. Her son, Chris Roe, died October 
12, 1999, on his 16th birthday. I will 
never forget the moment when his 
mother, Susan, held up a picture and 
said: My son looked up at me from his 
bed and said: Mom, how can they do 
this to a kid like me? 

He was denied the treatment that 
would have given him the oppor-
tunity—not a guarantee, but the oppor-
tunity—to deal with his cancer, and he 
died. 

This young boy was told to fight his 
cancer and then fight his insurance 
company at the same time; take on 
both folks: You go ahead wage this 
cancer fight, but then you are going to 
have to fight us to get coverage for the 
things you need that might give you a 
chance at life. 

The question is: Mom, how can they 
do this to a 16-year-old kid like me? 
And his mother, through tears, held up 
this colored picture of this young, 16- 
year-old boy and asked: How could 
they have done this? 

Should Congress pass a Patients’ Bill 
of Rights? What about the process 
there? The House of Representatives 
passed a bipartisan Patients’ Bill of 
Rights, a real one, and sent it to con-
ference. This Senate has a right to do 
this. They passed what I call a ‘‘pa-
tients’ bill of goods,’’ an empty vessel, 
and sent it to conference so the Senate 
could say: We passed a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. But we did not. 

A Republican Member of Congress, 
Dr. NORWOOD, and a Republican Mem-

ber of Congress, Dr. GANSKE—do not 
take it from me; take it from them— 
said the Senate took a pass on this 
issue. They passed an empty vessel. 
What the Senate did is a step back-
ward, not forwards. 

Should we have the opportunity in 
this process in the Senate to have an-
other vote on this? Things have 
changed. The last time we voted on 
this, we came up one vote short. This 
time, it will be a tie vote, based on 
what we know to have happened in the 
interim. With a tie vote, the Vice 
President will cast a vote to break the 
tie, and this Senate will send to con-
ference a Patients’ Bill of Rights that 
is a real Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

It says you have a right to know all 
of your medical treatment options, not 
just the cheapest. You have a right to 
emergency room care. You have a 
right, if you are being treated for 
breast cancer, to take your oncologist 
with you. If your spouse’s employer 
changes health care providers, you can 
continue with that same cancer spe-
cialist who has been working with you 
5 or 7 years. You have that right. 

Should we be able to have another 
vote on that in the next day or 2 days 
or 2 weeks? The answer is yes, abso-
lutely yes, because it is important to 
young Ethan, it is important to the 
memory of Chris, and it is important 
to all the others out there who are 
being told: You fight your disease and, 
by the way, fight your insurance com-
pany as well because some of these 
managed care organizations are much 
more interested in profit than in your 
health. 

I hasten to say, not all. There are 
some terrific insurance companies and 
some terrific HMOs, and they do a 
great job, but there are some around 
this country that are doing to patients 
what I just described, saying to people 
like young Ethan that the potential to 
walk is insignificant at 50 percent. We 
should change that. 

Do I have passion for these issues? 
You are darn right. I was elected to the 
Senate and I came here because I want-
ed to do good things for this country. I 
want this country to be a better place 
in which to live, whether it is health 
care, a Patients’ Bill of Rights, adding 
a prescription drug benefit to the Medi-
care program, eliminating the barriers 
that prohibit the reimportation of pre-
scription drugs from other countries so 
our people can access less expensive 
prescription drugs, or gripping the edu-
cation issues in this country the way 
we know we should—reducing class 
size, renovating and repairing crum-
bling schools. 

I came here because I wanted to do 
these things. I do not want people to 
prevent us from having the votes on 
them. I have spoken so often about 
going into the school with Rosy Two 
Bears, a little third grader, that I know 
people are just flat tired of it, but I 
could care less. 

She walks into a school classroom 
that none of us would want our kids to 

walk into. It is a public school. Part of 
it is 90 years old; part of it is con-
demned. It has one water fountain and 
two toilets in this little school. They 
cannot connect to the Internet. They 
do not have good recreational facili-
ties, and little Rosy Two Bears looks 
up at me and says: Mr. Senator, will 
you build us a new school? 

I cannot do that because I do not 
have the money, but this Senate can. 
This Senate can say to Rosy and all the 
others who are walking through a 
classroom door in this country: We 
want you to walk through a door of 
which you are proud. It does not mat-
ter where you are, who you are, if you 
are a first grader, a third grader, or a 
twelfth grader. We want that school-
room to be a schoolroom of which you 
are proud; we want you to be the best 
you can be. We want every young child 
to rise to the level of their God-given 
talents in every corner of America. 

That ought to persuade us that the 
process by which we consider legisla-
tion in this Congress gives us full op-
portunity to take a look at that fiscal 
policy and say: If we are collecting 
more than we need, we can give a little 
back, pay down the debt, and let’s also, 
in addition to giving a little back and 
paying down the debt, invest in better 
schools for our kids. Let’s take the 
best ideas everybody has in this Cham-
ber and have a good debate about that. 

That is part of the passion with 
which most of us came to this body. We 
came here to get things done, and we 
are so frustrated by a process that 
seems to say: If it is our idea, we are 
going to vote on it. If it is your idea, 
somehow we are going to put it in a 
box someplace. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has spoken for 30 minutes. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for 30 additional seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I have 38 
minutes, do I not, remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that much time and more. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
I yield—how many minutes does the 

Senator wish? 
Mr. DORGAN. Just 2 is fine. 
Mr. BYRD. The Senator asked for 2 

minutes. I will give him 4. 
Mr. President, let me say to the Sen-

ator, the Patients’ Bill of Rights, abso-
lutely, if there is an opportunity to 
pass that, if it takes twice, if it takes 
three times, if it takes six times, fine, 
I am for it. 

Minimum wage: I am one who used to 
work at less—less—than the minimum 
wage by far. If we pass it, yes. So we 
are not in disagreement on that. 

I think the Senator referenced, a lit-
tle earlier, two times when I have felt 
that we are calling up an amendment 
just as a political amendment and 
doing it over and over and over again. 
That is different from what he is 
speaking of. I am not for that. I am not 
for taking the time on an amendment 
which has no opportunity, no future, 
no possibility of passing. 
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But in these cases, it is obvious. And 

the way he has described these has pro-
duced such a vivid picture of need that 
I am very supportive of trying again. 
There are reasons why one might try 
again and win. And the Senator has 
just stated it with reference to the Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights. 

So I congratulate this Senator, who 
does so much for the Senate, who has 
so much to offer, who has such great 
talents, and who does not hide those 
talents in a napkin but produces five-
fold or tenfold. I congratulate him and 
salute him. I thank him for what he 
has said on the Senate floor today. 

So I have yielded him 4 minutes. And 
I have taken how much? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two and 
a half minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I yield the Senator 4 min-
utes still. That still leaves me, I under-
stand, 30 minutes or more. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 

Senator from West Virginia is very 
generous. Let me conclude by saying 
something I think is important. I came 
to the floor because the Senator from 
West Virginia is someone for whom I 
have great respect. He was talking 
about the process, the method by 
which the Senate is supposed to work. 
He has been here much longer than I 
have. He knows the history of the Sen-
ate far better than I do. I have great 
respect for that. 

He did not come to the floor—I lis-
tened carefully to his discussion this 
morning—and I did not come to the 
floor to be critical of others. It is a 
tough job running this Senate. I cer-
tainly did not come to the floor to say 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Appropriations Committee has not 
done his job. I happen to think Senator 
STEVENS is an outstanding Senator, 
Senator COCHRAN, and so many others 
with whom I have served. So I do not 
come here with the purpose of casting 
aspersions. 

But I just come to the floor because 
I fear that what is preventing us from 
getting to where I want the Senate to 
get to, and that is to have a full de-
bate, and good, strong open votes on 
the issues I care passionately about. 
We are thwarted from doing that. In 
fact, we have had bills brought to the 
floor of the Senate and had cloture mo-
tions to shut off debate before the de-
bate began, cloture motions to shut off 
amendments before the first amend-
ment was offered. That thwarts this 
process. Back home they would say 
that is throwing a wrench in the crank 
case. That just shuts it all down. It is 
not the way it ought to work. 

I think it is a privilege every day to 
come to work here. I grew up in a town 
of 300 people, had a high school class of 
9, and never in my life thought I would 
meet another Senator, I suppose, let 
alone serve in the Senate. I think it is 
a privilege every day to come here. 

But the reason I think it is a privi-
lege is because I bring, as most of my 

colleagues do, an agenda of passion to 
make changes that I think will im-
prove this country. I might be wrong in 
some of it. Maybe so. But I want my 
day. If I can persuade enough Members 
of this Senate to vote on the things I 
care about, then if I win, I win. If I 
don’t, maybe I learned something from 
the debate. I am willing to lose. But I 
am not willing to lose the opportunity 
to have a full debate and a vote on the 
things that I and the constituents I 
represent in North Dakota care deeply 
about. That is the point. I am not will-
ing to lose that opportunity. The proc-
ess in this Senate increasingly begins 
to shut those opportunities down. 

The Senator from West Virginia 
came the Senate to say, let’s not do 
that. Let’s not do it for Republicans or 
Democrats. Let’s not do it out of con-
cern for this Senate, its proud history 
and its future. Let’s not do that. Let’s 
get back to the way we are supposed to 
debate public policy in this Chamber. 

I commend the Senator from West 
Virginia and my colleague, the Senator 
from Nevada, and others, who have spo-
ken today. I hope we can all work to-
gether and get the best of what each 
can bring to this Chamber in the de-
bate about public policy. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, in the 

unanimous consent agreement that is 
now before the body, Senator JOHNSON 
is to be recognized for 10 minutes, then 
Senator DURBIN for 30 minutes. I ask 
unanimous consent that following 
that, Senator CLELAND be recognized 
for up to 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Nevada. I must 
say, I commend my colleague from 
West Virginia, Senator BYRD, for his 
suggestion that some of us come to the 
floor today to talk a little bit about 
the process. 

Some people would say it is a proce-
dural issue. It is far more profound 
than simply a procedural issue in the 
context of the way we have handled 
legislation on the Senate floor this 
year. The process that has been applied 
not only does, I believe, great damage 
to this institution, but, in the end, it 
has great consequence to the substance 
of our legislative priorities and cer-
tainly of the budget for our Nation. 

Two out of the 13 appropriations bills 
that are required to run the Federal 
Government have been passed. Eleven 
remain incomplete. October 1 is the be-
ginning of the Federal fiscal year, and 
yet we have made little progress on the 
Federal budget. We have a CR, con-
tinuing resolution, that will take us to 
October 6. But, clearly, we are in a 
state of chaos right now relative to the 
completion of our work in the Senate. 

This year has been the shortest legis-
lative session in the Senate since the 

‘‘do-nothing’’ Congress that President 
Truman campaigned against. As my 
colleague from North Dakota alluded 
to, during the entire course of this 
year, we have been in session and have 
had votes in all of 3 weeks out of the 
year. How many of our constituents 
can imagine employment or service of 
any kind that would involve 3 full 
weeks out of the year? Of those 115 
days we have been in session, roughly 
30 percent of them have involved no 
votes whatever. No progress has been 
made relative to the completion of the 
people’s agenda. 

Now we find, I think most profoundly 
objectionable of all, an appropriations 
process where appropriations bills 
which deal with the Federal budget 
but, more importantly, deal with where 
our priorities are as a people—whether 
we are going to invest more money in 
education, in health care, in Medicare, 
in the environment, in our national de-
fense, towards debt reduction—these 
are all the issues that need to be re-
solved in the context of the appropria-
tions debate. Yet we find now that 
these bills move in an unprecedented 
fashion from an appropriations com-
mittee directly to conference, with no 
consideration on the Senate floor 
whatever. 

It has never been done this way, this 
kind of legislative bypass of the legis-
lative process, in the Senate. 

Fully half of the Senators in this 
body, 25 States, have no representation 
on the Appropriations Committee. Cer-
tainly that is the case for my home 
State of South Dakota. Those States 
have no input, no opportunity to speak 
for their constituents about the nature 
of these appropriations bills and the 
kind of priority they apply to our Na-
tion’s needs. These bills then go to con-
ference. What is worse, all too often 
then the conference committees in 
turn have not met, but only the major-
ity party members agree then to send 
the bill back to the floor in a con-
ference report, which is unamendable. 
So we have not even the distilling of 
thought through the conference com-
mittee process. 

This is a terrible process, one that 
brings a significantly demeaning qual-
ity to the thoughtfulness that ought to 
be going into these fundamental ques-
tions. 

Eight years after President Clinton 
was elected to office, having inherited 
$300 billion a year in red ink, we find 
ourselves now running budget sur-
pluses. In fact, the White House and 
the congressional budget experts 
project budget surpluses in excess of $4 
trillion over the coming 10 years. We 
ought to be cautious about those pro-
jections. They are only projections. 
Most of the money would materialize 
only in the outer years. Even so, that 
is a remarkable turnaround. It creates 
for us a once-in-a-lifetime, a once-in- 
multiple-generations opportunity to 
focus on what kind of society America 
will be for years to come. 
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If we take the surplus and then set 

aside the trust fund dollars—Social Se-
curity and the other trust funds as 
well—it is projected that we will have 
a budget surplus of around $1.2 trillion 
over the coming 10 years. Unfortu-
nately, our colleagues in the House and 
the Senate, over my objections and 
over the objections of Senator DASCHLE 
and most Members on our side, have 
passed tax cuts that would cost $1.7 
trillion over 10 years, when we have 
only $1.2 trillion to spend before we 
even get to issues about whether we 
are going to do anything to improve 
the quality of education, Medicare, 
health care, debt reduction, veterans 
programs, agriculture, the environ-
ment, and whatever other needs our 
Nation might have. 

Wisely, the President has vetoed the 
two most expensive tax bills. We can 
bring them up again in a bipartisan 
fashion and in a more thoughtful man-
ner. We can address those issues as well 
as questions of paying down the debt, 
questions of education and health care, 
rebuilding our schools, technology that 
we need, and the strength of our na-
tional defense. 

We cannot bring these issues up and 
consider them in a thoughtful, delib-
erative fashion if these issues bypass 
the Senate floor. That is what the 
process now entails. This a perversion 
of our democracy. This is not what the 
founders of our Republic designed. It 
does grave injustice not only to this in-
stitution but to the needs of every cit-
izen of this Nation. 

I applaud the work of Senator BYRD, 
who is an extraordinary scholar, who 
has a great understanding of the tradi-
tions of this body, and who understands 
our democracy as well as anyone who 
has served in this body. I appreciate his 
suggestion that we come to the floor 
and talk about how our democracy is 
being demeaned by this process, that, 
in fact, the kinds of thoughtful, delib-
erative priority-making decisions all of 
our people ought to be engaged in are 
being denied as these bills go directly 
from the Budget and Appropriations 
Committees, with no opportunity for 
amendment, no opportunity for discus-
sion, into conference committees, 
which are then unamendable. We wind 
up with the chaos that we have today, 
with only 2 of the 13 appropriations 
bills having been passed, as we near Oc-
tober 1, the beginning of the Federal 
fiscal year, and we find ourselves in a 
state of legislative chaos as we end this 
month of September. 

The people of this country deserve 
better. We need to work in a bipartisan 
fashion to bring these bills up in an or-
derly way and to allow amendments 
and debate, as was designed for this in-
stitution. To see that lost is something 
in which we can take no pride. It is a 
shameful circumstance in which we 
find ourselves in this body, that this 
would ever have occurred in our democ-
racy. It has never happened before to 
this scope. 

It is my hope we learn some painful 
lessons from the experiences we are 

having this year. The issues before us 
are too profound. They are too signifi-
cant relative to whether we will at last 
use some resources to pay down the 
debt, keep the cost of money down, and 
sustain a strong economy, while at the 
same time reserving some financial re-
sources to rebuild schools, to do what 
we need to do to live up to our commit-
ments to veterans, to have a strong na-
tional security, to improve our envi-
ronment, to strengthen Medicare, and 
to do something about prescription 
drugs. These are the issues we are 
being denied an opportunity to debate, 
to vote on, and to arrive at the kind of 
political compromises necessary for all 
of our needs and all of our priorities 
and all of our points of view to be truly 
represented in this country. Hopefully, 
these are lessons that are painfully 
learned, lessons that will never have to 
be repeated in future years. 

This is a sad day to look back at the 
lack of progress that has been made in 
this 2nd session of the 106th Congress. 
This Senate has been denied its ability 
to truly do its work. The people of 
America, not the Senators, are the 
great losers by the process that has 
been applied to the appropriations 
process and the legislative process in 
general this year. 

I will do all I can to work in a bipar-
tisan fashion to never allow this kind 
of process to occur again. The people of 
our Nation deserve far better. If we are 
going to play the leading role in the 
world, both economically and in terms 
of security, we need an institution that 
works better than that. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-

ken to the Senator from Illinois and 
the Senator from Georgia. They both 
agreed to limit their time by 5 min-
utes. Senator CLELAND will take 10 
minutes and Senator DURBIN 25 min-
utes. I ask unanimous consent that the 
present order be amended to that ef-
fect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Illinois. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that my friend and col-
league from Georgia, Senator CLELAND, 
has permission to speak for 10 minutes 
under our agreement and that I have 25 
minutes. Since Senator CLELAND is now 
on the floor, I ask unanimous consent 
he be allowed to speak before me and 
that I follow him with my 25 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois for yielding to me for the pur-
pose of discussing the ambiguous situa-
tion in which we find ourselves in 
terms of the budget process and the ap-
propriations process. 

I thank the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from West Virginia, Mr. BYRD, for 
his continuing efforts to remind Mem-
bers of this Chamber of our responsibil-
ities to this institution but, more im-

portantly, responsibilities to the Amer-
ican people. 

Today Senator BYRD is causing us to 
step back and reflect on what we are 
now doing with respect to the appro-
priations process. It brings back a com-
ment I like from Winston Churchill: 
How do you know where you are going 
unless you know where you have been? 

Senator BYRD reminds us where we 
have been in the appropriations proc-
ess, our history, our tradition, and the 
rules of the Senate. He is very fearful 
of where we are going in that process, 
and so am I. 

As a Senator now for 31⁄2 years, I am 
certainly not nearly as well versed as 
Senator BYRD in the history or the 
precedents of the Senate. I would like 
to add that I believe all other Senators, 
of whatever level of experience and of 
both parties, acknowledge his leader-
ship in this respect. Nonetheless, from 
what I have read and heard in this de-
bate, in the first budget and appropria-
tions cycle of the 21st century, the 
Senate has moved in a new and deeply 
troubling direction. 

I am certainly aware that on occa-
sion the Senate has been compelled by 
necessity to resort to bypassing the 
regular process of committee action for 
consideration and amendment, con-
ference action, and then final approval, 
final passage, of individual authoriza-
tion and appropriations measures. 

Indeed, I voted for the massive omni-
bus measure with which we concluded 
the 1998 session. That single bill to-
taled a whopping $487 billion and fund-
ed 8 out of the 13 regular appropria-
tions bills. I think Senator BYRD him-
self said on that occasion, ‘‘God only 
knows what’s in it.’’ Most of us didn’t. 

However, even on that occasion, the 
Senate actually took up separately and 
passed 10 of the 13 bills and considered 
1 other bill—namely, Interior appro-
priations—while only 2 appropriations 
measures, the Labor-HHS-Education 
bill and the relatively small District of 
Columbia bill, were acted on in con-
ference without any previous Senate 
floor action. 

By contrast, this year the number of 
appropriations measures which are ap-
parently headed for conference action 
without affording the full Senate an 
opportunity to work its will has grown 
to three: Commerce-Justice-State, 
Treasury-Postal, and VA–HUD. Not 
only is this trend disturbing, but ap-
parently a determination was made 
fairly early on that these measures 
would somehow not require regular 
floor consideration. 

I have heard many theories as to why 
this will be so, including fears of hard 
votes, difficult votes, or of obstruc-
tionist tactics. But I have yet to learn 
of any real justification or defense of 
the notion that the Senate has discre-
tion as to whether or not it will con-
sider appropriations bills—the means 
through which we are supposed to dis-
charge perhaps the ultimate congres-
sional authority under the Constitu-
tion, the power of the purse. 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 23:39 Dec 04, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\2000SENATE\S28SE0.REC S28SE0m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S9431 September 28, 2000 
If we in the Senate are not author-

ized or able to have an impact on ap-
propriations bills, we have what the 
American Revolution ostensibly was 
all about: taxation without representa-
tion. 

I have the great privilege of rep-
resenting the 7.5 million people in the 
State of Georgia, the 10th most popu-
lous State in America. Georgia hasn’t 
had a representative on the Senate Ap-
propriations Committee since 1992. And 
while the 28 members of that com-
mittee, representing 27 States, with 
Washington being fortunate to have 2 
seats, do a good job of considering na-
tional needs and local interests, they 
cannot be expected to know the prior-
ities and interests of the people of 
Georgia. 

As the Senate was envisioned by the 
founders and as it has operated 
throughout our history, the absence of 
State representation on the Appropria-
tions Committee was not an insur-
mountable burden. Nonappropriators 
could expect to have the opportunity 
to represent their constituents’ inter-
ests when the 13 appropriations bills 
came to the Senate floor were open to 
debate and amendment. Indeed, in my 
first 3 years in the Senate, I often had 
recourse to offering floor amendments 
or entering into colloquies on behalf of 
Georgia—Georgia priorities and Geor-
gia people. But with the apparent move 
to routinely bypassing the floor, what 
am I or, more importantly, my con-
stituents to do? 

In looking at the fiscal year 2001 
bills, which apparently will not come 
to the Senate floor in amendable form, 
the potential adverse impact on my 
State is clear. For example, the Com-
merce bill funds key Georgia law en-
forcement efforts, including the Geor-
gia Crime Lab and technology enhance-
ment for local law enforcement agen-
cies, such as the Macon Police Depart-
ment. The Treasury bill contains the 
budget for the Federal Law Enforce-
ment Training Center in Glynn Coun-
ty, GA. And the Veterans’ Administra-
tion appropriations measure covers the 
national veterans cemetery for north 
Georgia that I got authorized last year. 
For all of these and more, the Georgia 
Senators will now apparently have no 
direct role. 

This is not the way it should be, 
under the Constitution, or the way we 
ought to act under the traditions of the 
Senate. More and more of the most im-
portant decisions affecting our con-
stituents and their communities are 
being moved off the floor of the Senate 
and into closed-door deliberations in-
volving a small number of negotiators 
where the people of my State are left 
out and where my only choice as their 
representative is a single take-it-or- 
leave-it vote on a massive and 
unfathomable package. This is tax-
ation without representation. 

Mr. President, I understand that in 
an election year—especially this one— 
it is always a challenge to have the 
Senate get its business done on time. 

But when ‘‘business as usual’’ starts 
becoming a process where the Senate 
routinely doesn’t get to work its will, 
something fundamental has been lost. 
Then, we had better worry not just 
about the interests and constituents of 
today, but the precedents and legacies 
we are leaving for future Senates and 
future generations of Americans. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it is my 

understanding that under the agree-
ment I have 25 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Georgia, MAX 
CLELAND, my usual seatmate. I moved 
over here since he was speaking. I 
thank him for his presentation. He is 
one of the hardest working Members of 
the Senate. I echo his words. We both 
find ourselves, as do all Members of the 
Senate, in a real predicament. We have 
only passed three of the appropria-
tions. Two of the bills have been signed 
into law, and now we are going to send 
three of the appropriation bills, as I 
understand it, into a conference com-
mittee without any consideration on 
the floor of the Senate. 

This is not unprecedented. It has 
happened, but very rarely. What trou-
bles me is it is becoming a rather com-
mon practice. When the President gives 
a State of the Union Address at the be-
ginning of the year, he spells out to 
Congress his hopes for what we can 
achieve. Many of these hopes are never 
achieved. That is the plight of a Presi-
dent—relying on a Congress which has 
its own will and agenda. But the one 
thing the President is certain will be 
achieved is that, at the end of the con-
gressional process, the spending bills 
necessary to keep the Government in 
business will be passed—13 bills. 

If Congress did nothing else, it would 
have to pass the spending bills. Other-
wise, agencies of Government would 
close down and important functions of 
Government would not be served. So 
the President, after giving all of his 
ideas in the State of the Union, steps 
back and watches Congress, which 
starts by the passage of a budget reso-
lution and considers 13 different bills, 
funding all of the agencies of the Fed-
eral Government. 

Sadly, over the last several years we 
have seen this whole process disinte-
grate to the point where, at the end of 
the session—and we are nearly there 
now as we come to the floor today on 
September 28; our new fiscal year be-
gins October 1. Sadly, each and every 
year we end the session without doing 
our work. We end up with all of these 
spending bills which involve literally 
billions of dollars and many different 
functions of the Federal Government 
that have never been worked through 
the system. There are authorizing com-
mittees and appropriating committees, 
and they have the right names on the 
door. But when it comes to the bottom 

line, they don’t, in fact, do their busi-
ness and bring a bill out of the com-
mittee to the floor for consideration. 

When we are studying civics and po-
litical science, one of the first books 
we run across is a pamphlet entitled 
‘‘How Laws Are Made.’’ We teach our 
children and students across America, 
and around the world, for that matter, 
that there is a process in the Congress. 
The process involves committee con-
sideration, floor consideration on both 
sides of the Rotunda, and if there are 
differences, a conference committee, 
which results in a compromise which is 
sent to the President for signature. It 
is very simple and American. 

Unfortunately, it is also very un-
usual around this Congress, and now we 
are seeing more and more bills coming 
out of the committee, bypassing the 
Senate Chamber, and heading straight 
to a conference committee, which 
means that billions of dollars’ worth of 
spending is never subject to debate or 
amendment. That means that Senators 
who don’t serve on an appropriations 
subcommittee or the full Committee of 
Appropriations never get a chance to 
even speak on a bill, let alone change 
it. 

The beauty of this institution, the 
most important deliberative body in 
our Nation, is that we are supposed to 
represent the people and speak to the 
issues involved in the bills and then 
come to some conclusion on their be-
half. That is what representative gov-
ernment is about. It is what democracy 
is about. Yet we have been thwarted 
time and time again. 

This time around, we find that only 
10 of the bills have seen floor action. 
The Commerce-Justice-State bill, the 
Treasury bill, general government bill, 
and the VA–HUD bill are all moving di-
rectly from committee to conference. 
If this process continues, we will see 
this year what we have seen in pre-
vious years: a bill that comes at the 
end of the session, called an omnibus 
bill, that tries to capture all of the un-
finished business and a lot of other 
items that are extraneous and put 
them in one package. And then, as my 
friend Senator BYRD from West Vir-
ginia can attest, we are handed a bill 
literally thousands of pages long and 
told to read it, vote, and go home. A 
lot of us wonder if we are meeting our 
constitutional responsibility in so 
doing. 

I asked the staff if they kept one of 
those bills from previous years so I 
could show it during the course of this 
debate, but one wasn’t readily avail-
able. These bills, as Senator BYRD can 
tell you, are sometimes 2,000 pages 
long, and we are asked to look at them 
and evaluate them. That is hard to do 
under the best of circumstances and 
impossible to achieve when we have 
very little time to do it. The best I 
could find was the Yellow Pages of the 
District of Columbia. It is not a good 
rendition because it is only 1,400 pages 
long. There is about another 600 pages 
we can expect to receive in the omni-
bus bill handed to us at the end of the 
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session. We will be told: ‘‘Take it or 
leave it. Don’t you want to go home 
and campaign?’’ 

I think that is an abrogation of our 
constitutional responsibility. 

I believe that most of us—even those 
of us on the Appropriations Com-
mittee—believe we are duty bound to 
come before this Senate to address the 
issues contained in these appropria-
tions bills, to debate them, as we are 
elected to do, to reach an agreement, 
hopefully on a bipartisan basis, and 
pass the bill on to the House for its 
consideration and to a conference com-
mittee. 

There was a mayor of New York City 
named Fiorello La Guardia—a famous 
mayor—who, when there was a news-
paper strike in his town, went on the 
radio and read the cartoons and the 
comics to the kids so they wouldn’t 
miss them. But he said what I think is 
appropriate here: There is no Demo-
cratic or Republican way of cleaning 
the streets. 

What he was saying, I believe, is that 
in many of the functions of govern-
ment, we really do not need partisan-
ship. In fact, there shouldn’t be par-
tisanship. 

In this situation, Senator BYRD spoke 
eloquently today about the traditions 
of the Senate—the idea of federalism, 
and the respect for small States and 
large States alike. 

The fact is that this Chamber, unlike 
the one across the Rotunda, in which I 
was proud to serve for 14 years, gives 
every State an equal voice. But that is 
a fiction if in fact the legislation never 
comes to the floor so that Senators 
from every State can use their voice 
and express their point of view. 

That, sadly, is what has been hap-
pening time and time again. Their ap-
propriations work may be the most im-
portant part of our responsibility in 
Congress. 

A few years go when Congress 
reached a terrible impasse, we actually 
closed down several agencies of Gov-
ernment for an extended period of 
time. There were some critics, radio 
commentators and the like, who said: 
Well, if they close down the Govern-
ment, no one will ever notice. 

They were wrong because, frankly, 
our phones were ringing off the hook. I 
can recall people calling my offices 
from Chicago and Springfield, IL, say-
ing: How are we supposed to get our 
visas and passports to go overseas? 
How can we get these Federal agencies 
to respond? The Department of Agri-
culture was closed and the farmers 
needed to contact people about impor-
tant decisions they had to make. In 
fact, closing down the Government is 
noticed, and people should take notice 
not only because important respon-
sibilities of government are not being 
met but because Congress has not met 
its responsibility to make certain that 
we pass the appropriations bills that 
lead to the continuation of government 
responsibilities. 

The people across America who elect 
us get up and go to work every morn-

ing knowing that if they stayed home 
and didn’t do their job they wouldn’t 
get paid. If they didn’t get paid, they 
couldn’t feed their families. We have to 
do our job. We have no less of a respon-
sibility as Senators to stay here and 
work as long as it takes to accomplish 
these things. 

The interesting thing, as you reflect 
on this session of Congress, is how lit-
tle time we have spent in Washington 
on the Senate floor doing the people’s 
business. This will be the shortest ses-
sion of Congress we have had since 1956. 
Out of 108 days of session so far, we 
have had 34 days without a vote. If we 
continue at the current pace, it will 
take us nearly 2 full years to complete 
the remaining appropriations bills. 
That is a sad commentary. 

Most of us who are elected to serve 
come to work and try to do our best. 
But if you look at this past year, you 
will find that we are only going to be 
in session 2 days longer than a Con-
gress which was dubbed the ‘‘Do-Noth-
ing Congress’’ back in the late 1940s. I 
think that is a sad commentary on our 
inability to face our responsibility. 

Why do we find ourselves in this posi-
tion? I think there are two major rea-
sons. One is we are dealing with spend-
ing caps. These are limitations on 
spending which have been enacted into 
law which are there to make certain we 
don’t fall back into red ink and into 
deficits. These spending caps are 
strings on the Federal Government’s 
spending in appropriations bills. Some 
of them are reasonable and some of 
them are easy to live with. Some of 
them are very difficult to live with. 
Those of us on appropriations commit-
tees know that. As a member of the 
Budget Committee, I can attest to it as 
well. 

The budget resolution, the architec-
ture for all of our spending at the Fed-
eral level, was enacted by Congress— 
not by the President. He has no voice 
in that process. It was enacted by Con-
gress. We try to live within the spend-
ing caps. Then we start to try to put 
together appropriations bills and 
quickly learn that in some areas there 
is just not enough money. Neither 
party wants to be blamed for breaking 
the spending caps early in the process. 

We created unconscionable situations 
in previous years. One of the most im-
portant appropriations bills—the one 
for Labor, Health and Human Services 
and Education—was literally ravaged 
of its money. That money was taken 
and used in other appropriations bills. 
It was saved for the very last thing to 
be done. Knowing of its popularity 
across the country, many people on 
Capitol Hill felt that if we were going 
to bust the caps, we would do it for 
education, health care, and labor. It 
happened. 

This year, as I understand, VA–HUD 
is one of those bills. What is more im-
portant than our obligation to our vet-
erans? Men and women who served this 
country with dignity and honor were 
promised health care and veterans’ pro-

grams. They rely on us to come up with 
the appropriations for that purpose and 
then find there is nothing in the appro-
priations bill to meet those needs. 

Housing and urban development, an 
important appropriations bill that pro-
vides housing for literally millions of 
families across America, is similarly 
situated. We have ravaged the VA–HUD 
bill this year in an effort to try to 
make up for all of the other spending 
shortfalls in the other bills. 

Everything stacks up as we come 
near the end of the year. Unlike many 
previous years, we haven’t routed these 
bills through the Senate floor. So we 
have never been able to debate what 
the level of spending on the Senate 
floor should be for the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration, for the Treasury Depart-
ment, and for a lot of agencies such as 
the Department of Justice and the 
State Department. That puts us at a 
disadvantage and creates the blockade 
that we find ourselves in today. 

There are amendments as well in 
some of these bills that are extremely 
controversial because most of the au-
thorizing committees do not come up 
with their authorizing bills. Many 
Members of the Senate have said: I 
have good legislation. I have a good 
idea. I will put it on the spending bill. 
I know they have to pass the spending 
bill ultimately, so we will do that. 

That introduces controversy in some 
of these spending bills, and as a result, 
we find ourselves bypassing the Senate 
floor in an effort to avoid a controver-
sial vote. 

I am forever reminded of a quote 
from the late Congressman from Okla-
homa, Mike Synar, who was chiding his 
fellow Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives because they did not want 
to cast controversial votes. The late 
Congressman Mike Synar used to say, 
‘‘If you do not want to fight fires, do 
not be a firefighter.’’ If you do not 
want to cast controversial votes, don’t 
run for Congress. That is what this job 
is all about. You cast your votes for 
the people you represent with your 
conscience, and you go home and ex-
plain it. That is what democracies are 
all about. 

Many of these appropriations bills 
have been kept away from the floor of 
the Senate so Members of the Senate 
who are up for reelection don’t have to 
cast controversial votes. That has a lot 
to do with the mess we are in today. 

Sadly, we have found that as to a lot 
of these amendments—some related to 
gun safety, for example, and some re-
lated to the treatment of gunmakers 
and how they can bid on contracts with 
the Government—because they were in-
troduced in the appropriations bill, the 
bill was circumvented from the floor. 
They never got to the floor for fear 
Members would have to vote on them, 
and didn’t want to face the music with 
the people who don’t want gun control 
and with the National Rifle Associa-
tion. They do not want to face reality. 
The reality is we have a responsibility 
to consider and vote on this important 
legislation. 
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Some have said we don’t have time to 

do all of that. I have been here all 
week. I think we have been casting a 
grand total of about one vote a day. I 
think we are up to a little more than 
that. 

There have been days in the House 
and Senate where we have cast dozens 
of votes. We can do that. We can limit 
debate, cast the votes, and get on with 
our business. 

This week we have been consumed 
with the H–1B visa bill, a bill which 
would allow an increase in the number 
of temporary visas so people with tech-
nical skills can come into the United 
States. We spent a whole week on it. 

We are going to go home in a few 
hours having achieved virtually noth-
ing this week, except for the passage of 
this short-term spending bill that is 
pending at the moment. We will delay 
for another week the business of the 
Senate. 

One has to wonder what will happen 
in the meantime. I think the President 
is right to insist that Congress stay 
and do its job. Some people have said: 
Why not leave the leaders of Congress 
here in Washington and let the Mem-
bers go home and campaign? Let the 
leaders haggle back and forth as to 
what the spending bills should contain. 
I oppose that. I oppose it because I be-
lieve we all have a responsibility to 
stay and meet our obligation to the 
people of this country and to consider 
these spending bills. A few years ago, 
in major sports, there was a decision 
made about the same time, in basket-
ball. I can recall that in high school 
when your team would get ahead, you 
would freeze the ball; you would try to 
run the clock. Players would dribble 
around and not get the ball in the 
hands of the opposition and hope the 
clock ran out. That used to happen at 
all levels of basketball. Finally, people 
said, that is a waste of time. People 
came to see folks playing basketball, 
not wasting time dribbling. So they 
put shot clocks in and said after every 
few seconds, if you don’t take a shot, 
you lose the ball. 

They did the same thing in football. 
They said we will basically speed this 
game up, too; we will make you play 
the game rather than delay the game. 

I think we ought to consider, I say to 
Senator BYRD, the possibility of a vote 
clock in the Senate that says maybe 
once every 12 hours while we are in ses-
sion the Senate is actually going to 
cast a vote. I know that is radical 
thinking, somewhat revolutionary. But 
if we had a vote clock, we wouldn’t be 
dribbling away all of these opportuni-
ties to pass important spending bills. 
We wouldn’t be running away from the 
agenda that most families think are 
important for them and the future of 
our country. 

Look at all of the things we have 
failed to do this year. This is a Con-
gress of missed opportunities and un-
finished business. It is hard to believe 
we have been here for 115 days and have 
so little to show for it. When the people 

across America, and certainly those I 
represent in Illinois, talk to me about 
their priorities and things they really 
care about, it has little or nothing to 
do with our agenda on the floor of the 
Senate. They want to know what Con-
gress is going to do about health care. 
They have kids who don’t have health 
insurance. They themselves may not 
have health insurance. They wonder 
what we will do about a prescription 
drug benefit. We had a lot of speeches 
on it. We just don’t seem to have 
reached the point where we can pass a 
bill into law. Sadly, that says this in-
stitution is not producing as people ex-
pect Congress to produce. 

With a vote clock running on the 
Senate floor and Members having to 
cast a vote at least once every 12 hours 
while in session, maybe we will address 
these things. Maybe people won’t be so 
fearful of the prospect of actually cast-
ing a vote on the floor of the Senate. 

Patients’ Bill of Rights is another ex-
ample. People in my home State of Illi-
nois and my hometown of Springfield 
come to me and tell me horror stories 
about the insurance companies and the 
problems they are having with medical 
care for their families; serious situa-
tions where doctors are prescribing cer-
tain medications, surgeries, certain 
hospitalizations, and there will be 
some person working for an insurance 
company 100 miles away or more deny-
ing coverage, time and time again, say-
ing: You cannot expect to have that 
sort of treatment even if your doctor 
wants it. 

Many of us believe there should be a 
Patients’ Bill of Rights which defines 
the rights of all Americans and their 
families when it comes to health insur-
ance. I believe and I bet most people 
do, as well. Doctors and medical profes-
sionals should make these judgments, 
not people who are guided by some bot-
tom line of profit and loss but people 
who are guided by the bottom line of 
helping people to maintain their 
health. 

We can’t pass a Patients’ Bill of 
Rights. The insurance companies, 
which are making a lot of money today 
off of these families, just don’t want 
Congress to enact that law. So they 
have stopped us from passing meaning-
ful legislation. 

Another thing we want to do is if the 
insurance company makes the wrong 
decision, and you are hurt by it, or 
some member of your family dies as a 
result of it, you have a right to sue 
them for their negligence. Every per-
son, every family, every business in 
America is subject to a lawsuit, litiga-
tion, being held accountable in court 
for their negligence and wrongdoing— 
except health insurance companies. We 
have decided health insurance compa-
nies, unlike any other business in 
America, will not be held accountable 
for their wrongdoing. 

With impunity, they make decisions 
denying coverage. I think that is 
wrong. I think they should be held to 
the same standard every other business 

in America is held to; that is, if they 
do something to hurt a person because 
of their negligence or intentional 
wrongdoing, they should be held ac-
countable. That is part of our law, the 
ones that we support on this side of the 
aisle. 

One can imagine that the health in-
surance companies hate that idea just 
as the devil hates holy water. They 
don’t want to see that sort of thing 
ever happen. So they have stopped us 
from passing the bill. It is another 
thing we have failed to do in this Con-
gress—a Patients’ Bill of Rights. 

On prescription drug benefits, to 
think that we would finally take Medi-
care, created in 1965, and modernize it 
so that the elderly and disabled would 
have access to affordable prescription 
drugs is not radical thinking. I daresay 
in every corner of my State, whether a 
person is liberal, conservative, or inde-
pendent, they understand this one. 
People, through no fault of their own, 
find they need medications that they 
cannot afford. So they make hard 
choices. Sometimes they don’t take the 
pill and sometimes they bust them in 
half, and sometimes they can afford 
them at a cost of the necessities of life. 
Shouldn’t we change that? Shouldn’t 
we come to an agreement to create a 
universal, voluntary, prescription drug 
plan under Medicare? But unless some-
thing revolutionary occurs in the next 
few days, we are going to leave Wash-
ington without even addressing the 
prescription drug issue under Medicare. 

Another question is a minimum wage 
increase. It has been over 2 years now 
we have held people at $5.15 an hour. 
Somewhere between 10 and 12 million 
workers in America are stuck at $5.15 
an hour. In my home State of Illinois, 
over 400,000 people got up this morning 
and went to work for $5.15 an hour. 
Quickly calculate that in your mind, 
and ask yourself, could you survive on 
$11,000 or $12,000 a year? I know I 
couldn’t. I certainly couldn’t do it if I 
were a single parent trying to raise a 
child. And the substantial number of 
these minimum wage workers are in 
that predicament. They are women 
who were once on welfare and now try-
ing to get back to work. They are 
stuck at $5.15 an hour. 

We used to increase that on a regular 
basis. We said, of course, the cost of 
living went up; the minimum wage 
ought to go up, too. Then it became 
partisan about 15 years ago, and ever 
since we have had the fight, year in 
and year out. We may leave this year 
without ever addressing an increase in 
minimum wage for 12 million people 
across America in these important 
jobs—not just maintaining our res-
taurants and hotels but also maintain-
ing our day-care centers and our nurs-
ing homes. These important people who 
cannot afford the high-paid lobbyists 
that roam the Halls of Congress are 
going to find that this Congress was to-
tally unresponsive to their needs. 

Issues go on and on, things that this 
Congress could have addressed and 
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didn’t address. Sadly enough, we are 
not only failing to address the impor-
tant issues, we are not doing our basic 
business. We are not passing the spend-
ing bills that we are supposed to pass. 
As Senator BYRD said earlier, we are 
derelict in our responsibilities under 
the Constitution. We have failed to re-
spond to the American people when 
they have asked us to do our job and do 
our duty. 

I hope that before we leave in this 
session of Congress, we will resolve to 
never find ourselves in this predica-
ment again; that we are never going to 
find ourselves having missed so many 
opportunities that the people of this 
country have to wonder why we have 
not accepted our responsibility in a 
more forthcoming way. 

I don’t know if next year I will be 
making the proposal on the Senate 
floor. I have to talk to Senator BYRD. 
It is kind of a radical idea of installing 
a vote clock that will run and force a 
vote every 12 hours around here so we 
can get something done. But it worked 
for the National Football League. It 
worked for the National Basketball As-
sociation. 

And Senator BYRD, I know you can’t 
find it in that Constitution in your 
pocket, but maybe that is what it will 
take to finally get this Senate to get 
down to work on the business about 
which people really care. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. L. 

CHAFEE). Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. How much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 39 minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, let me 

comment on a couple of things that the 
distinguished Senator from Illinois just 
said. 

The Senator from Illinois served in 
the other body and he served on the 
Appropriations Committee. He comes 
to this body bringing great talent, one 
of the most talented Members that I 
have ever seen in this body. He brings 
great talent to this chamber. He can 
speak on any subject. He is similar to 
Mr. DORGAN, and can speak on any sub-
ject at the drop of a hat. He is very ar-
ticulate, he is smart, and I am proud to 
have him as a fellow Member. 

Now, he mentioned a change that was 
made in basketball. I wish that they 
would make another change in basket-
ball. When I talk about ‘‘basketball’’ 
that is a subject concerning which I 
know almost nothing. But I have 
watched a few basketball games. I can 
remember how they played them when 
I was in high school, which was a long 
time ago. But it really irritates me to 
see basketball players run down the 
court with that ball and jump up and 
hang on the hoop and just drop the ball 
through the basket. If I were 7 feet tall, 
I could drop the ball through the bas-
ket, even at age 83. If I were that tall, 
and I did not have to shoot from the 
floor to make that basket, I could do 
it, too. I wonder why they don’t get 
back to the old way of requiring play-

ers to shoot from the floor. In the days 
when I was in high school, players had 
to shoot from the floor. They weren’t 7- 
feet tall. A 6 foot 2 center in my high 
school was a tall boy. 

But, anyhow, so much for basketball. 
The distinguished Senator has talked 

about how we have plenty of time to do 
our work. The first year I came to the 
House of Representatives, in 1953, we 
adjourned sine die on August 3; 2 years 
later, we adjourned sine die on August 
2; the next year, we adjourned sine die 
on July 27. We did our work. We did not 
have the breaks we have now. Easter? 
We might have been out Friday, Satur-
day, and Sunday. We didn’t have the 
breaks then, but we passed the appro-
priations bills. 

We didn’t do any short-circuiting, 
and the Appropriations Committees of 
both Houses acted on a much higher 
percentage of the total moneys that 
were spent by the Federal Government. 
I think there was a time when the Ap-
propriations Committees passed on 90 
percent of the moneys that the Federal 
Government spent. Today, we probably 
act on less than a third of the total 
moneys spent. So don’t tell me that we 
can’t get this work done. We used to do 
it. We can do it again. 

Now while I am talking about the 
Senator from Illinois being a new 
Member—relatively new in this body— 
he comes well equipped to this body. I 
have been calling attention to the fact 
that 59 percent—59 Senators—have 
come to the Senate since I walked 
away from the majority leader’s job. I 
mentioned Lyndon Johnson as a major-
ity leader; I mentioned Mike Mansfield 
as a majority leader; I mentioned ROB-
ERT C. BYRD as a majority leader. I 
should not overlook the stellar per-
formances of Howard Baker, a Repub-
lican majority leader; or Robert Dole, a 
Republican majority leader. We hewed 
the line when it came to the Senate 
rules and precedents. They honored 
those rules and precedents. We didn’t 
have any shortcutting, any short- 
circuiting of appropriations bills, like 
going direct to conference and avoiding 
action on this floor. I want to mention 
those two Republican leaders because 
they were also in my time. 

Mr. President, 27 of the 50 States are 
especially fortunate this year. They 
have Senators on the Senate Appro-
priations Committee. These lucky 27 
states, containing a total estimated 
147,644,636 individuals as of July 1999, 
account for over half of our population 
of 272,171,813. However, 23 of these 
United States—and I have them listed 
on a chart here. I have them listed as 
the 25 have-nots—23 of these States are 
in a different situation. They have no 
direct representation on the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. Due to the 
rather unique situation in which we 
find ourselves this year, three appro-
priations bills—bills which fund rough-
ly 100 agencies and departments of the 
Federal Government—may never be 
considered on the Senate floor. If that 
is the case, some 125 million Americans 

who happen to live in those 23 States 
will have no direct input regarding the 
decisions of the Senate committee that 
directly controls the discretionary 
budget of the United States. The 
countless decisions on funding and 
policies in those three bills will not 
have been presented on the Senate 
floor in a form that allows the elected 
Senators from those 23 States to de-
bate and amend those 3 appropriations 
bills; namely, the FY2001 Commerce/ 
Justice/State, Treasury-Postal, and 
VA-HUD bills. 

This is not the fault of the Appro-
priations Committee. I cannot and I 
will not blame Senator STEVENS, the 
very capable Chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee, whom I know 
wants to shepherd each bill through his 
committee to the floor, and through 
the conference committee process in 
the appropriate manner. His efforts 
have been hamstrung because of a 
budget process that sets an unrealisti-
cally low level of funding, a level of 
funding that could not possibly address 
in any adequate way the demands 
placed upon it by the administration or 
by the Senate, and because the Senate 
has not taken up many important 
pieces of authorization and policy leg-
islation this year. 

I have nothing but praise for Senator 
TED STEVENS. I have seen many chair-
men of the Appropriations Committee 
of the Senate. I have been on that Sen-
ate Appropriations Committee 42 
years—longer, now, than any other 
Senator in history on that Appropria-
tions Committee. I have seen many 
chairmen. I have never seen one better 
than Senator TED STEVENS. 

Additionally, cloture has been filed 
too quickly on many bills, in order to 
further limit amendment opportuni-
ties. Appropriations bills have, as a re-
sult, become an even stronger magnet 
for controversial amendments than 
usual. That always complicates the 
process. Further, the administration 
has not waited until the Senate has 
finished its business before issuing 
veiled or blatant veto threats in an at-
tempt to influence the appropriations 
process. So, I am very sympathetic to 
the situation in which my good friend, 
Senator STEVENS, now finds himself. 

Whatever the reasons, however, these 
23 have-not states will be deprived of 
their right to debate and amend these 
bills through their elected Senators if 
we wrap these remaining bills into 
House/Senate conference reports with-
out first taking them up on the Senate 
floor. They will get only a yea or nay 
vote on an entire appropriations con-
ference report. There will be no chance 
to debate or amend the contents of 
those bills. The 15 million people in 
Florida—up or down votes, with no 
amendments. The 11 million people in 
Ohio—up or down votes on conference 
reports, with no amendments. The 
479,000 people in Wyoming—up or down 
votes is all they will get, with no 
amendments. The same goes for the 
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residents of Virginia, Georgia, Lou-
isiana, Michigan, Oklahoma, Min-
nesota, Nebraska, and Maine. 

Those citizens should also be upset. 
So should the residents of Connecticut, 
Delaware, Indiana, Kansas, Massachu-
setts, North Carolina, Oregon, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, and Tennessee. 
Those folks will have no input into 
hundreds of thousands of spending deci-
sions. They will summarily be told to 
take that conference report without 
any amendments; take it; vote up or 
down, take it or leave it. 

I heard a Member of this Senate yes-
terday—I believe it was yesterday— 
decry the President’s threat to veto an 
appropriations bill if something called 
the Latino and Immigrant Fairness 
Act was not passed. That Senator said 
yesterday that a President who would 
make such threats was acting like a 
king. I agree. That threat was out-
rageous. If that threat was made, it 
was outrageous. It should not have 
been made. Further, I agree with that 
Senator’s feeling about the piece of 
legislation which caused the White 
House threat. I voted against sus-
pending the rule that would have made 
it possible to consider it. But when it 
comes to this President, or any Presi-
dent, Democrat or Republican acting 
like a king, let me say that we in this 
body are the ultimate check on that 
assumption of the scepter and crown 
that all Presidents would like to make. 

When we in the Congress invite the 
President’s men to sit at the table—es-
sentially that is what we do when we 
delay these appropriations bills until 
the very last and have to act upon 
them with our backs to the wall and 
facing an almost immediate sine die 
adjournment, we in effect invite the 
administration’s people to sit at the 
table and be part of the decisions in-
volving the power over the purse; yes, 
that power which is constitutionally 
reserved for the House and the Senate. 
When we do that and then deny the full 
Senate the right to debate and amend 
those spending bills, we are aiding and 
abetting that kingly demeanor. 

When we hand over a seat at the 
table to the White House and lock out 
the full Senate, not just these 23 
States, but lock out the full Senate on 
spending bills, we are, in truth, giving 
a President much more power than the 
framers ever intended. 

We are charged in this body with 
staying the hand of an overreaching 
Executive. Instead, it sometimes seems 
as if we are polishing the chrome on 
the royal chariot and stacking it full of 
congressional prerogatives for a fast 
trip to the other end of Pennsylvania 
Avenue. 

This year, one appropriations bill 
providing funding for the Departments 
of Commerce, Justice, and State has 
been in limbo—limbo. I believe that 
Dante referred to limbo as the first cir-
cle of hell. Anyhow, this bill has been 
in limbo for more than 2 months in 
order to avoid controversial subjects 
coming up for debate and amendment. 

So that bill has been a sort of Wen Ho 
Lee of the Appropriations Committee. 
It has been in isolation—incommuni-
cado, stowed away in limbo, out of 
sight, out of mind. But there it is on 
the calendar. It has been there for 
weeks. Controversial? Yes. Some 
amendments might be offered. But why 
not? That is the process. We should call 
it up and have those amendments and 
have a vote on them. Let’s vote on 
them. 

I have cast 15,876 votes in 42 years in 
this Senate. That is an attendance 
record of 98.7 percent. That may sound 
like bragging, but Dizzy Dean said it 
was all right to brag if you have done 
it. So I have a 98.7 percent voting at-
tendance. I have never dodged a con-
troversial vote, and I am still here and 
running again. And if it is the Good 
Lord’s will and the will of the people of 
West Virginia, I will be around here 
when the new Congress begins. 

I have cast controversial votes. What 
is wrong with that? That is why we 
come here. 

Two other appropriations bills—DC 
and VA-HUD—were not even marked 
up by the committee until the second 
full week of September. There was not 
enough money to make the VA-HUD 
bill even minimally acceptable. But 
having been marked up and reported 
from the committee, was it called up 
on the Senate floor for consideration? 
No, it was not. It was just wrapped in 
dark glasses and a low-slung hat, sur-
rounded with security and rushed 
straight into conference as if it con-
tained secrets for the eyes of the Ap-
propriations Committee only. The plan 
apparently is to insert the entire VA- 
HUD bill into the conference agree-
ment on another appropriations bill 
without bringing it before the Senate. I 
still am hopeful that a way can be 
found to bring up that bill, as well as 
the Treasury Postal and Commerce 
Justice bills to the Senate floor. 

I know that some of my colleagues 
may argue that every Senator has a 
chance to make his or her requests 
known to the chairman and ranking 
member of each appropriations sub-
committee, and in that way get their 
issues addressed in the bill even if it 
does not see action on the Senate floor. 
I certainly know that is true. I receive 
thousands of requests each year to 
each subcommittee, as well as the re-
quests made while those bills are in 
conference. However, if a Member’s re-
quest is not addressed in a bill and that 
bill does not see debate on the floor, 
that Member has no opportunity to 
take his or her amendment to the full 
Senate and get a vote on it. He has no 
way to test the decisions of the com-
mittee to see if a majority of the full 
Senate will support his amendment. 

Additionally, when an appropriations 
bill is not debated by the full Senate, 
Senators who are not on the committee 
do not have the opportunity to strip 
objectionable items out of the bill. 
They do not have the ability to seek 
changes, perhaps very useful changes, 

to provisions in the bill that might 
hurt their States. They do not have a 
voice on the many policy decisions 
contained in appropriations bills. 

The Appropriations Committee staff 
is a good one. The Members and the 
clerks are fair, and they try to do a 
good job. For the most part, they suc-
ceed and succeed admirably, and I am 
very proud of them. But we are all 
human. Sometimes we do not always 
see the unintended consequences of 
this or that provision, or we simply 
make a drafting error that could hurt 
one or more States or groups of people. 
The fresh eyes and different perspec-
tives of our fellow Senators who are 
not on the Appropriations Committee, 
however, have caught such errors in 
the past and will, I am sure, do so 
again. But when those Members only 
get to vote on a conference report that 
is unamendable, their judgment is 
eliminated. That is not a sensible way 
to legislate. I think it is a sloppy way 
to legislate. I know that my distin-
guished chairman, Senator STEVENS, 
does not want to legislate in this man-
ner. He is not afraid of any debate or 
any controversial amendments. TED 
STEVENS is not afraid of anything on 
God’s green Earth that I know of. He 
has done a yeoman’s job in trying to 
find sufficient funding within the budg-
et system to move his bills, and I com-
mend him for it. 

I sincerely hope that we can all come 
together to find a way to help my 
chairman. The full Senate must do its 
duty on appropriations bills this year. 
We owe that to the Nation. We owe it 
to this institution in which we all 
serve. 

Mr. President, the Senate is pre-
paring to act on a short-term con-
tinuing resolution, which will give the 
Senate an additional week to take up 
and debate appropriations bills, if we 
so choose. We can get a lot done in 7 
days if we all put our shoulders to the 
wheel to heave this bulky omnibus, or 
these bulky minibuses, out of the mud. 
The Senate is surely not on a par with 
the Creator. We cannot pull Heaven 
and Earth, and all the creatures under 
the Sun out of the void before we rest. 
But with His help and His blessings, we 
surely can complete work on the re-
maining appropriations bills before we 
adjourn. 

The Legislative Branch and Treas-
ury/General Government appropria-
tions conference report was defeated by 
the Senate on September 20. Some may 
have seen this as a defeat. But, in fact, 
that was no defeat. It was a victory for 
the institution of the Senate, for the 
Constitution and its framers, and for 
the Nation. I think the defeat of that 
conference report in large measure can 
be laid at the door of this strategy, 
which emanates from somewhere here, 
of avoiding floor debate on appropria-
tions bills. I am glad that many of my 
colleagues objected to being asked to 
vote on a nondebatable conference re-
port containing a bill—now, get this— 
containing a bill, in this instance the 
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appropriations bill for the Department 
of the Treasury and for general Gov-
ernment purposes, that they have not 
had a chance to understand, to debate, 
to amend, or to influence. The Senate 
was designed to be a check on the 
House of Representatives. Moreover, 
the Senate was designed to even out 
the advantages that more populous 
States enjoy in the House, and to give 
small or rural States an even playing 
field in all matters, including appro-
priations. 

This vote on the legislative branch, 
Treasury, and general government 
minibus—minibus—appropriations bill 
is a setback, as far as time goes, but, I 
still believe that we can rally, and 
complete our work in a manner that 
will allow us to leave with our heads 
held high, rather than with our tail be-
tween our legs. We can finish our work. 
The people expect it. We ought to do it. 

In fact, in keeping with the rather 
screwball approach that we have been 
taking on appropriations matters this 
year, much of the conferencing on 
these bills has been taking place, even 
before the bills have been debated on 
the floor. 

Surely we can build on this base, and 
still allow the Senate to work its will 
on the more contentious elements of 
these bills. It is our job to resolve these 
problems. We get paid to do it. We get 
paid well to do it. It may be true that 
we could get higher pay somewhere 
else—as a basketball player or as a TV 
anchor person or in some other job— 
but we get paid well for the job we do. 

We are all familiar with these issues. 
We know the needs of our individual 
States. We need to have that debate 
about these issues, and we need to en-
gage the brains of 100 members of this 
body to get the very best results. I 
would far rather—far rather—see this 
process take place, and send good bills 
to the President to sign or veto, than 
to see Senators simply abdicating our 
constitutional role in formulating the 
funding priorities for our Nation. The 
bad taste of recent years’ goulash of 
appropriations, tax, and legislative ve-
hicles all sloshed together in a single 
omnibus pot has not yet left my 
mouth. That is the easy way, but it is 
the wrong way. I didn’t want a second 
or third helping, much less a fourth. It 
is loaded with empty calories, and full 
of carcinogens. Moreover, we are poi-
soning the institutional role of the 
U.S. Senate, rendering it weaker and 
weaker in influence and in usefulness. 
We are slowly eroding the Senate’s 
ability to inform and to represent the 
people, and sacrificing its wisdom—the 
wisdom of the Senate—and its unique 
place in our Republic on the cold altar 
of ambition and expediency. All it 
takes is our will to see what we are 
doing and turn away from the course 
that we are on. I urge Senators to come 
together and do our work for our coun-
try. 

I thank all Senators who have spoken 
on this subject today. 

Mr. President, how many minutes do 
I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twelve 
minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Twelve minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes. 
Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
I yield the floor. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, will 

the revered Senator, who I like to 
think of as the President pro tempore, 
yield 5 minutes to this Senator? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 5 minutes—I yield 
all my remaining time to the Senator. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Sir, I would like to 
speak to the matter that the Senator 
from West Virginia has addressed from 
the perspective of the Finance Com-
mittee. I think the Senator will agree 
that most of the budget of the Federal 
Government goes through the Finance 
Committee in terms of tax provisions, 
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid, 
the interest on the public debt, which 
is a very large sum, which we do not 
debate much because we have to pay it. 

The two committees—Finance and 
Appropriations—were formed at about 
the same time in our history and have 
had the preeminent quality that comes 
with the power of the purse, that pri-
mal understanding of the founders that 
this is where the responsibilities of 
government lie—to lay and collect 
taxes; to do so through tariffs, to do so 
through direct taxation. 

We had an income tax briefly in the 
Civil War, but there was the judgment 
that we ought to amend the Constitu-
tion to provide for it directly. 

Sir, I came to this body 24 years ago. 
I have learned that, as I shall retire in 
January—and, God willing, I will live 
until then—there will only have been 
120 Senators in our history who served 
more terms. So they claim a certain 
experience. 

I obtained a seat on the Finance 
Committee with that wondrous Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. We were in the 
same class, Senator Chafee and Sen-
ator Danforth and I. I obtained a seat 
as a first-time Senator, through the in-
strumentality of the new majority 
leader. I avow that. I acknowledge it. I 
am proud of it. I will take that with me 
from the Senate as few others. 

I underwent an apprenticeship at the 
feet, if you will, of Russell Long, the 
then-chairman, who, for all his capac-
ity for merriment, was a very strict ob-
server of the procedures of this body 
and the prerogatives of the Finance 
Committee. 

We brought bills to the floor. They 
were debated. They were debated at 
times until 4 in the morning. I can re-
member then-Majority Leader BYRD 
waking me up on a couch out in the 
Cloakroom to say, ‘‘Your amendment 
is up, PAT,’’ and my coming in, finding 
a benumbed body. The vote was aye, 
nay. It wasn’t clear. It was the first 
time and the last in my life I asked for 
a division. And we stood up, and you 
could count bodies, but you could not 
hear voices. 

Then we would go to conference with 
the House side. The conferees would be 
appointed. Each side would have con-

ferees, each party. They each would 
have a say. We would sit at a table— 
sometimes very long times, but in 
time—and we would bring back a con-
ference report and say: Here it is. And 
if anyone would like to know more 
about it, there are seven of us in this 
room who did the final negotiations 
with the House. It is all there. It is 
comprehensible. And it is following the 
procedures of the body. 

I stayed on the committee, sir. This 
went on under Senator Dole as chair-
man; Senator Bentsen as chairman. I 
would like to think it went on during 
the brief 2 years that I was chairman. 

In the 6 years since that time, I have 
seen that procedure collapse. In our 
committee, we have a very fine chair-
man. No one holds Senator ROTH in 
higher regard than I do. I think my 
friend recognized this when he saw the 
two of us stand here for 3 weeks on the 
floor to pass the legislation which he 
did not approve. Senator BYRD did not 
approve of permanent normal trade re-
lations, but when it was all over, he 
had the graciousness as ever to say he 
did approve of the way we went about 
it. Every amendment was offered. Clo-
ture was never invoked. And in the 
end, we had a vote, and the Senate 
worked its will. 

Now, in the last several days in the 
Finance Committee, we have been 
working on major legislation, legisla-
tion for rebuilding American commu-
nities, which is based on an agreement 
reached between the President and the 
Speaker of the House that this is legis-
lation we ought to have, which is fine. 
The President should have every oppor-
tunity to reach some agreement with 
the leadership over here and say: Let 
us have this legislation. You send it to 
me; I will sign it. But you send it to 
me; I won’t write it. I might send you 
a draft. 

We were not even contemplating 
bringing the bill to the floor, passing 
it, going to conference. It is just as-
sumed that can’t happen. And indeed, 
in the end, we could not even get it out 
of committee. So the chairman and I 
will introduce a bill and a rule XIV will 
have it held here at the desk so it is 
around when those mysterious powers 
sit down to decide what our national 
budget will be. 

You spoke of something difficult to 
speak to but necessary in this body, 
which is our relations with the Execu-
tive, which increasingly have found 
themselves not just with a place at the 
table, as you have so gentlemanly put 
it, but a commanding, decisive role in 
the legislative process. 

Sir, I can report—and I don’t have to 
face constituents any longer, so I 
might just as well—I can recall around 
11 o’clock one evening on the House 
side in the Speaker’s conference 
room—that particular Speaker had a 
glass case with the head of an enor-
mous Tyrannosaurus rex in it, a great 
dinosaur—and tax matters were being 
taken up. There were representatives 
of the White House, representatives of 
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the majority leadership in the House, 
the leadership in the Senate. I didn’t 
really recognize any committee mem-
bers, just leadership. And I arrived in 
the innocent judgment of something in 
which I wouldn’t have a large part, but 
I would be expected to sign the papers, 
the conference papers the conferees 
sign, a ritual we all take great pleasure 
in because it means it is over. 

Sir, I was asked to leave the room. I 
was asked to leave the room. There as 
a Member of the Senate minority, the 
ranking member of the committee, 
that decision was not going to have 
anything to do with the Finance Com-
mittee or much less the Democrats. It 
would be a White House and a congres-
sional leadership meeting. 

In 24 years, nothing like that had 
ever happened. I don’t believe, sir, it 
ever happened. I can’t imagine how we 
came to this. I do know how, from the 
point of view of our party—the calami-
tous elections of 1994, when we lost our 
majorities in both bodies. 

So I would say, I do not believe in the 
two centuries we have been here—and 
we are the oldest constitutional gov-
ernment in history, but we have seen 
our constitutional procedures degrade. 
We have seen practices not ever before 
having taken place, nor contemplated. 
They are not the way this Republic was 
intended. They are subversive of the 
principles of our Constitution, the sep-
aration of power. 

The separation of powers is the first 
principle of American constitutional 
government. We would not have a King 
or a King in Parliament. We would 
have an elected President, an elected 
Congress and an independent judiciary. 
When the White House is in the room 
drafting the bill that becomes the law, 
the separation of power has been vio-
lated in a way we should not accept. 

Mr. STEVENS. Will the Senator 
yield for one moment? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 

apologize. 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield the floor to 

my distinguished friend, the chairman 
of the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I wish 
to state that if there is no objection, 
the vote on the continuing resolution 
would occur at 4:15. I ask unanimous 
consent that that be the order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. And that 
rule XII be waived. 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. 
Mr. REID. Reserving the right to ob-

ject, I ask permission for up to 5 min-
utes during that period of time. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am pleased to yield 
to my friend 5 minutes of the time I 
have between now and 4:15. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, might the 
very distinguished and able Senator 
from New York have just 2 or 3 min-
utes to finish his statement? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am pleased to yield 
to the Senator from New York 3 min-
utes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Senator 
from Alaska, my friend of all these 
years. Just to conclude my thought, 
which is that the separation of powers 
is what distinguishes American govern-
ment. We brought it into being. It did 
not exist in any previous democratic 
regimes, the various Grecian cities, the 
Roman era had a legislature period. 
There was no executive authority. 
What Madison once referred to as the 
fugitive existence of the ancient repub-
lics was largely because they had no 
executive authority to carry out the 
decisions of the legislature. The legis-
lature was left to be the executive as 
well. It didn’t work. 

We have worked. There are two coun-
tries on Earth, sir, that both existed in 
1800 and have not had their form of 
government changed by violence since 
1800: the United States and the United 
Kingdom. There are seven, sir, that 
both existed in 1900 and have not had 
their form of government changed by 
violence since. Many of the British do-
minions were not technically inde-
pendent nations. 

The separation of powers is the very 
essence of our system. We have seen it 
evanescing before us. I say evanescing 
because—the misty clouds over San 
Clemente, noise rising from the sea— 
because I was not in that room after I 
was asked to leave, nor was there any 
journalist, nor were there any of our 
fine stenographers. No one was there 
save a group of self-selected people. 
They weren’t selected for that role. 
They should not have been playing it. 
This has gone on too long, and it ought 
to stop. 

With that, sir, I thank my friend 
from Alaska and I yield the floor. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I revere 
the Senator from New York. He came 
to the Senate in 1977. He went on the 
committee. What he has just said as-
tonishes me—that he was asked to 
leave the room in this Republic—‘‘a re-
public, Madam, if you can keep it.’’ 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Said Benjamin 
Franklin, yes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I consider 
myself very fortunate today. Except 
for going to a conference here and 
there, and a few other things that had 
me go off the floor, I have had the op-
portunity to listen to almost every-
thing that went on today, either from 
my seat in the Senate Chamber or in 
the Cloakroom. How fortunate I am. 

The Senator from West Virginia is to 
be commended for initiating this de-
bate on what American Government is 
all about. When the history books are 
written, people will review what took 
place during this debate, the high level 
of debate and the exchange between the 
Senator from New York and the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, both with 
years of wisdom, years of knowledge, 
and years of experience. People will 
look back at this consideration in the 
textbooks. 

I stepped out to go over to the Sen-
ator’s Interior Appropriations Sub-

committee. The administration was 
there complaining about report lan-
guage as to what the intent of the Con-
gress was. It is hard for me to fathom 
they could do that. I don’t want to em-
barrass anybody from the administra-
tion, but I spoke to two people from 
the administration. I said: What in the 
world are you trying to do? Are you 
trying to tell this subcommittee, this 
legislative entity, what our intent is? 
That is our responsibility as legisla-
tors, not this administration’s respon-
sibility. We have report language in 
bills so that people can look and find 
out what our intent is. 

Mr. BYRD. So that the courts can 
also. 

Mr. REID. The courts, or anybody 
else. If the administration doesn’t like 
what we do, they can take it to court, 
and that report language will give that 
court an idea as to what we meant. I 
say to Senator BYRD and Senator MOY-
NIHAN, words cannot express how I feel. 

As people have heard me say on the 
floor before, I am from Searchlight, 
NV. My father never graduated from 
eighth grade and my mother never 
graduated from high school. To be in 
the Senate of the United States and to 
work with Senator MOYNIHAN and Sen-
ator BYRD is an honor. It is beyond my 
ability to express enough my apprecia-
tion for this discussion that has taken 
place today. I hope it will create some 
sense in this body—maybe not for this 
Congress but hopefully for the next 
one—that we will be able to legislate as 
we are supposed to do it. I express my 
appreciation to both Senators. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the distinguished 
Senator. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank my friend. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, how 

much time remains? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alaska has 8 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senator MUR-
KOWSKI be recognized for up to 20 min-
utes and that Senator SESSIONS be rec-
ognized for up to 15 minutes following 
the two rollcalls that will soon take 
place. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I didn’t 
hear that request. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am going to yield 
back the time I had so we can vote ear-
lier. I agreed to yield time to two col-
leagues, to be used after the votes take 
place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, having 

been a Senator who served in the mi-
nority, in the majority, and then in the 
minority, and again in the majority, I 
understand the discussion that has 
taken place here today full well. I have 
been a member of the Appropriations 
Committee for many years—not nearly 
as long as the Senator from West Vir-
ginia but for a long enough time to 
know that the appropriations process 
has to fit into the calendar as adjusted 
by the leadership. 
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We have done our best to do that this 

year. It does inconvenience many Sen-
ators whenever the appropriations 
process is shortened. I believe in full 
and long deliberation on appropriations 
bills. Mainly, I believe in bringing to 
the floor bills that have such uniform 
support on both sides of the aisle that 
there really isn’t much to debate. 

I think if the Members of the Senate 
will go back and look at the Defense 
Appropriations Committee bills since I 
became chairman, or when Senator 
INOUYE became chairman, we have fol-
lowed that principle. Unfortunately, 
issues develop that are not bipartisan 
on many bills and they lead to long 
delays. In addition, the closer we get to 
an election period, the longer people 
want to talk or offer amendments that 
have been voted on again and again and 
again. 

We have had a process here of trying 
to accommodate the time that has 
been consumed on major issues, such as 
the Patients’ Bill of Rights and the 
PNTR resolution dealing with China, 
which took a considerable time out of 
our legislative process. We find our-
selves sometimes on Thursday with 
cloture motions that have to be voted 
on the following Monday, and then we 
make it Tuesday and we lose a week-
end. We have adjusted to the demands 
of many Senators. 

I believe the Senator from West Vir-
ginia would agree that we have tried 
very hard in the Appropriations Com-
mittee to get our work done. Most of 
our bills were out of committee before 
we left for the recess in July. As a mat-
ter of fact, we had our two major bills, 
from the point of view of Defense— 
military construction and the Depart-
ment of Defense appropriations bill— 
approved in really record time. 

Mr. REID. Will my friend yield for a 
brief comment? 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes. 
Mr. REID. I want to make sure that 

any comments I have made do not re-
flect on the Senator from Alaska. I 
can’t imagine anyone being more in-
volved in trying to move the legisla-
tion forward than the Senator from 
Alaska. So none of the blame that is to 
go around here goes to the Senator 
from Alaska, as far as I am concerned. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator. I 
wasn’t inferring that I received any 
comments or concern on my activity or 
the committee’s, per se. I believe the 
process of the Senate, however, is one 
that involves the leadership adjusting 
to the demands of the Senate and to 
the demands of the times. A political 
year is an extremely difficult time for 
the leadership. Senator BYRD had lead-
ership in several elections, and I had 
the same role as the Senator from Ne-
vada—the whip—during one critical 
election period during which the leader 
decided to be a candidate and was gone. 
So I was acting leader during those 
days. I know the strains that exist. 

I want to say this. I believe that good 
will in the Senate now is needed to fin-
ish our job. The American people want 

us to do our job. Our job is to finish 
these 13 bills that finance the standing 
agencies of the Federal Government 
and to do so as quickly as possible. Be-
cause of the holiday that starts in a 
few minutes for some of our colleagues, 
we will not meet tomorrow, and we 
cannot meet Saturday. So we will come 
back in Monday, and that will give us 
another 7 days to work on our bills. 

The House has now passed the energy 
and water bill. We will file the Trans-
portation and Interior bills—I under-
stand those conferences are just about 
finished now—on Monday. We are 
working toward completion by the end 
of this continuing resolution. But let’s 
not fool ourselves. If we got all these 
bills passed by next Friday, there 
would still have to be a continuing res-
olution because the President has a 
constitutional period within which to 
review the bills. He has 10 days to re-
view them, not counting Sunday; so we 
are going to be in session yet for a con-
siderable period of time—those of us in-
volved in appropriations. 

I urge the Senate to remember that 
circumstances can change. We could be 
in the minority next year, God forbid, 
and the leadership on the other side 
could be trying to move bills. And if 
the minority taught us some lessons 
about how to delay, I think we are fast 
learners. We have to remember that 
what comes around will go around. It is 
comity that keeps this place moving 
and doing its job. 

I think all of us have studied under 
and learned from the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia. He has 
certainly been a mentor to people on 
both sides of the aisle. He has taught 
us everything there is to know about 
the rules and how to use them. He has 
never abused them. I don’t take the 
criticism that he has made other than 
to be of a process that we now find our-
selves involved in. Our job is to work 
our way out of this dilemma. I hope we 
can. I hope we can do it in good grace 
and satisfy the needs of our President 
as he finishes his term. We have been 
working very hard at that since we 
came back from the August recess. 

In my judgment, from the conversa-
tions I have had with Jack Lew, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, there is a recognition of the 
tensions of the time and a willingness 
to try to accommodate the conflicting 
needs of the two major parties in an 
election year. That is what we are try-
ing to do. 

I hope we will vote to adopt this con-
tinuing resolution and that Members 
will enjoy the holiday that is given to 
us by our Jewish colleagues. We will 
come back Monday ready to work. 

I fully intend to do everything I can 
to get every bill we have to the Presi-
dent by a week from tomorrow. That 
may not be possible, but that is our 
goal, and I expect to have the help of 
every Senator who wants to see us do 
our constitutional duty, and that is to 
pass these bills. 

Does the Senator wish any further 
time? 

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield, I 
ask unanimous consent that following 
the two Republican Senators there be 
allowed to speak in morning business: 
Senator FEINGOLD for 30 minutes and 
Senator MIKULSKI for 35 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. STEVENS. I am compelled to ob-
ject because I want to state to the Sen-
ator that I took our time and allotted 
it after—— 

Mr. REID. I said after the Republican 
speakers. 

Mr. STEVENS. I don’t know what the 
leader intends to do after that time. I 
have no indication that he wishes to 
object, but I don’t know. In a very 
short time our Jewish friends must be 
home before sundown. I don’t think 
there is going to be objection, but I am 
not at liberty to say. 

Mr. REID. Senator FEINGOLD, of 
course, is Jewish and he would handle 
that on his own. Anyway, fine. I think 
it is sundown tomorrow, anyway. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thought it was sun-
down tonight. 

Mr. REID. No. Some people just want 
to leave to get ready for sundown to-
morrow. 

Mr. STEVENS. I don’t see any reason 
to object. 

Mr. REID. If the leader has some-
thing else he wants to do, of course 
that will take precedence. But before 
we leave tonight, they would like to 
have the opportunity to speak. 

Mr. STEVENS. I am compelled to say 
this: Under the practice we have been 
in so far, the Senator’s side of the aisle 
has consumed 6 hours today, and we 
have consumed about 40 minutes, at 
the most. There is a process of sort of 
equalizing this time. I would be pleased 
to take into account anyone who has to 
leave town, but can we do that after 
this time? I promise the Senator I will 
help work this out. 

Mr. REID. We will talk after the first 
vote. I will renew the request after the 
first vote. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I’ve 
come to the floor to join my colleagues 
in discussing where our annual budg-
eting process stands. 

We are just three days away from the 
start of the new fiscal year, and the 
Senate is far behind in its work. The 
resulting rush is leading some to short- 
circuit our usual appropriations proc-
ess. Like so many of my colleagues, I 
am dismayed that Senators are being 
denied the opportunity to fully con-
sider and debate these appropriations 
bills. 

I want to commend Senator BYRD for 
his comments today. Senator BYRD is 
once again speaking for the United 
States Senate. His comments are nei-
ther Republican nor Democrat. With 
his usual elegance and candor, Senator 
BYRD is championing this institution, 
and we should all commend him for 
that. The Senate that he defends so 
passionately is one that works for both 
parties; works for all Senators; and 
most importantly, works for the Amer-
ican people. 
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Time and again during my eight 

years of service in this body, I have 
made the walk from my office to this 
floor. And each time, I bring with me a 
certain excitement and anticipation 
for the great opportunity the people of 
Washington state have given me to rep-
resent them as we debate issues from 
education to foreign policy to health 
care. 

Unfortunately, there have been very 
few opportunities to come to this floor 
and engage in meaningful debate. Too 
often, the majority has sought to ei-
ther stifle or deny debate on the issues 
Americans care about. On the rare oc-
casions when we have had debates, 
they have not resulted in meaningful 
legislation that has a chance of being 
signed into law. 

For example, the Senate spent sev-
eral weeks debating the Elementary 
and Secondary Education act. We de-
bated the issues, and we cast tough 
votes on the ESEA bill. But, for some 
reason, the bill was shelved by the ma-
jority. Now it looks certain to die as 
the Congress tries to adjourn quickly 
in this election year. 

As we watch the clock tick toward 
the end of the fiscal year this weekend, 
only two of the 13 appropriations bills 
have been signed into law. We now find 
ourselves in an unnecessary impasse. 
The breakdown in this year’s appro-
priations process did not happen over-
night. It is not merely the result of 
election eve politicking, or jockeying 
for position between the Executive and 
Legislative branches, although there 
are plenty of both going on. 

No, the breakdown of the fiscal year 
2001 appropriations process can be 
traced back to the opening days of this 
session of Congress in January. Back 
then, the House and Senate leadership 
promptly fell into disarray over the 
handling of the President’s request for 
a supplemental spending bill. You may 
recall that the President requested $5 
billion in supplemental fiscal year 2000 
funding. The House subsequently 
passed a $12.8 billion supplemental 
funding bill—more than twice what the 
President had requested. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee, at the be-
hest of the Senate Majority Leader, 
shelved plans to draw up a separate 
supplemental funding bill. Instead, the 
Senate attached a total of $8.6 billion 
in supplemental funding onto three 
regular appropriations bills—Military 
Construction, Foreign Operations, and 
Agriculture appropriations. The Major-
ity Leader’s plan was to have all three 
bills enacted into law by the Fourth of 
July holiday. Needless to say, things 
did not quite go as planned. 

Despite weeks of congressional wran-
gling, the three bills in the Senate 
could not be reconciled with the one 
bill in the House. Finally—in despera-
tion—the House and Senate ended up 
jamming $11.2 billion in supplemental 
funding into the conference on the FY 
2001 Military Construction Appropria-
tions Bill. Much of that funding had 
never seen the light of day in either 

the House or Senate. The conference 
report was approved on June 30, and be-
came the first of the FY 2001 appropria-
tions bill signed into law. With the ex-
ception of the swift and relatively 
smooth passage of the Defense Appro-
priations Bill a month later, the FY 
2001 appropriations process has gone 
from bad to worse. We now find our-
selves in the intolerable position of 
having 11 of the 13 appropriations bills 
still pending—with two days to go be-
fore the end of the fiscal year, and no 
clear game plan in sight. The House 
has passed all of the regular appropria-
tions bills. And the Senate Appropria-
tions Committee—on which I serve— 
has reported all 13 regular appropria-
tions bills. But only 10 of these 13 bills 
have been passed by the Senate. Once 
again, desperation is setting in. The 
focus is shifting from the flow of open 
debate on the Senate floor to the 
closed doors of the conference commit-
tees. 

Just last week, the Senate leadership 
attempted to attach the Treasury and 
General Government Appropriations 
bill—which the Senate has never con-
sidered—to the Legislative Branch con-
ference report, and pass them as a 
package deal. The Senate was wise to 
reject that approach. The Senate 
should have an opportunity to fully 
consider these three significant appro-
priations bills. To abandon the rea-
soned debate this chamber is known for 
would represent a full surrender by this 
body of our responsibilities to the 
American people. 

Mr. President, there are many press-
ing issues from programs for veterans 
healthcare and the courts to the Na-
tional Weather Service. We should be 
able to debate these funding plans and 
then vote for or against them. Mr. 
President, it doesn’t have to be this 
way. The Senate still has time to take 
up the remaining appropriations bills, 
debate them, amend them, and send 
them to the President. They may be 
contentious. But that is precisely why 
they must be aired in the light of day 
before the entire Senate and not swept 
into law under the cover of an unre-
lated appropriations conference report. 

If the Senate acts promptly, the con-
ferees will have ample time to com-
plete their work, and report back to 
the full House and Senate. As a mem-
ber of the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, I am acutely aware of our re-
sponsibilities to the people of this na-
tion when it comes to appropriating 
taxpayers’ dollars. I take that respon-
sibility very seriously. The people have 
a right to know what Congress is doing 
with their money. And members of 
Congress have a responsibility to ap-
propriate money wisely. 

We cannot do our jobs or meet our re-
sponsibilities, if we delegate our work 
to a handful of appropriators ham-
mering out a conference agreement, or 
to a closed circle of congressional lead-
ers and White House officials huddling 
over a conference table. 

Mr. President, we are poised to pass a 
Continuing Resolution that will keep 

the government operating through Oc-
tober 6. I believe that if we could put 
aside political posturing, partisan 
bickering, and retaliatory tactics for 
just one week, just one week, we could 
complete work on the appropriations 
bills, in an orderly and responsible 
fashion, and close out this Congress. 
We may not have accomplished all that 
we would have wished to accomplish. 
But I am confident that continued 
bickering over the appropriations proc-
ess in the waning days of the 106th Con-
gress will not improve the climate for 
any other legislation to move forward. 

Mr. President, the American people 
deserve more than this mess from their 
elected leaders. I know the Senate can 
do better. In the days ahead, I urge my 
colleagues to work with our leaders 
and with the leadership of the Appro-
priations Committee, to tackle the re-
maining appropriations bills and con-
ference reports, to debate, to vote, and 
to complete the work that we have 
been charged to do. 

Though time is running out, it is not 
too late to make these spending deci-
sions in the most responsible way, and 
that is what I am calling on my col-
leagues to do. 

Mr. STEVENS. I think the time has 
come for us to ask that this resolution 
be presented to the Senate for a vote. I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

joint resolution. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) 
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
THOMAS) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN) 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
LIEBERMAN) are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 96, 
nays 0, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 259 Leg.] 

YEAS—96 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 

Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 

Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Reid 
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Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 

Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 

Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—4 

Feinstein 
Lieberman 

McCain 
Thomas 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 109) 
was passed. 

Mr. LOTT. I suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

AMERICAN COMPETITIVENESS IN 
THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY 
ACT OF 2000 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, pursuant to rule 
XXII, the Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing first-degree amendment (No. 4177) to Cal-
endar No. 490, S. 2045, a bill to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act with respect 
to H–1B non-immigrant aliens: 

Trent Lott, Gordon Smith of Oregon, 
Judd Gregg, Wayne Allard, Conrad 
Burns, Craig Thomas, Rick Santorum, 
Thad Cochran, Bob Smith of New 
Hampshire, Spencer Abraham, Kay 
Bailey Hutchison, Connie Mack, 
George Voinovich, Larry Craig, James 
Inhofe, and Jeff Sessions. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate on amendment No. 4177 
to S. 2045, a bill to amend the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act with respect 
to H–1B non-immigrant aliens, shall be 
brought to a close? The yeas and nays 
are required under the rule. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN) 
and the Senator from Wyoming (Mr. 
THOMAS) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from California (Mrs. FEINSTEIN), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. LIE-
BERMAN), and the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) are necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Wash-
ington (Mrs. MURRAY) would vote 
‘‘aye.’’ 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 92, 
nays 3, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 260 Leg.] 

YEAS—92 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bryan 
Bunning 
Burns 
Byrd 
Campbell 
Chafee, L. 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Dodd 
Domenici 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 

Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McConnell 
Mikulski 
Miller 
Moynihan 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Reid 
Robb 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—3 

Hollings Reed Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—5 

Feinstein 
Lieberman 

McCain 
Murray 

Thomas 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 92, the nays are 3. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, 
may I ask about the order and the 
unanimous consent that is pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator now has 20 minutes. 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. I thank the Chair. 

f 

OIL CRISIS 

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I 
have had a series of discussions with 
my colleagues on the energy crisis in 
this country. 

I think it is fair to make a broad 
statement relative to the crisis. The 
crisis is real. We have seen it in our 
gasoline prices. We saw it last week 
when oil hit an all-time high of $37 a 
barrel—the highest in 10 years. And 
now we are busy blaming each other 
for the crisis. 

I think it is fair to say that our 
friends across the aisle have taken 
credit for the economy because it oc-
curred during the last 7 years. I also 
think it is fair that our colleagues take 
credit for the energy crisis that has oc-
curred because they have been here for 
the last 7 years. 

I have talked about the Strategic Pe-
troleum Reserve, what I consider the 
insignificance of the drawdown, and 
the signal that it sends to OPEC that, 
indeed, we are vulnerable at 58-percent 
dependence on imported oil. That sends 
a message that we are willing to go 
into our savings account. 

What did we get out of that? We got 
about a 3- to 4-day supply of heating 
oil. That is all. We use about a million 

barrels of heating oil a day during the 
winter. That has to be taken out of the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve in crude 
form—30 million barrels—and trans-
ferred to the refineries which are al-
ready operating at capacity because we 
haven’t had any new refineries built in 
this country in the last 15 to 20 years. 

This is not the answer. 
I am going to talk a little bit about 

one of the answers that should be con-
sidered by this body and has been con-
sidered before. In fact, in 1995, the issue 
of opening up that small area of the 
Coastal Plain, known as ANWR, came 
before this body. We supported it. The 
President vetoed it. If we had taken 
the action to override that veto of the 
President, or if the President had sup-
ported us, we would know what is in 
this small area of the Coastal Plain. 
When I say ‘‘small area,’’ I implore my 
colleagues to reflect on the realities. 

Here is Alaska—one-fifth the size of 
the United States. If you overlay Alas-
ka on the map of the United States, it 
runs from Canada to Mexico, and Flor-
ida to California. The Aleutian Islands 
go thousands of miles further. There is 
a very small area near the Canadian 
border. When I say ‘‘small,’’ I mean 
small in relationship to Alaska with 
365 million acres. 

But here we have ANWR in a little 
different proportion. This is where I 
would implore Members to understand 
realities. This is 19 million acres. This 
is the size of the State of South Caro-
lina. 

A few of the experts around here have 
never been there and are never going to 
go there in spite of our efforts to get 
them to go up and take a look. 

Congress took responsible action. In 
this area, they created a refuge of 9 
million acres in permanent status. 
They made another withdrawal—only 
they put it in a wilderness in perma-
nent status with 78.5 million acres, 
leaving what three called the 1002 area, 
which is 11⁄2 million acres. 

That is this Coastal Plain. That is 
what we are talking about. 

This general area up here— 
Kaktovik—is a little Eskimo village in 
the middle of ANWR. 

They say this is the ‘‘Serengeti.’’ 
There is a village in it. There are radar 
sites in it. To suggest it has never been 
touched is misleading. 

Think for a moment. Much has been 
made of the crude oil prices dropping $2 
a barrel when the President tapped the 
Strategic Petroleum Reserve and re-
leased 30 million barrels of oil. 

While I believe the price drop will 
only be temporary, I ask my fellow 
Senators what the price of crude oil 
would be today if the President had not 
vetoed opening up ANWR 6 years ago. 
It would have been at least $10 less be-
cause we would have had another mil-
lion-barrel-a-day supply on hand. 

What would prices be if OPEC and 
the world knew that potentially 1 to 2 
million barrels a day of new oil was 
coming out of the ANWR Coastal 
Plain, and not only for 3 or 4 or 15 days, 
but for decades? 
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